
  

 

 

POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

 

Thursday, February 12, 2015 

4:00 PM 

VTA Conference Room B-104 

3331 North First Street 

San Jose, CA 

 

AGENDA 

  

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

1. ROLL CALL 

2. ORDERS OF THE DAY 

The quorum requirement for this meeting is: 9 

3. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS: 

This portion of the agenda is reserved for persons desiring to address the Committee on 

any matter not on the agenda. Speakers are limited to 2 minutes. The law does not 

permit Committee action or extended discussion on any item not on the agenda except 

under special circumstances. If Committee action is requested, the matter can be placed 

on a subsequent agenda. All statements that require a response will be referred to staff for 

reply in writing. 

4. ACTION ITEM -Conduct voting to determine the Committee's chairperson and vice 

chairperson for 2015. 

5. Receive Committee Staff Report.  (Verbal Report) (Lawson) 

6. Receive update on Envision Silicon Valley.  (Verbal Report) (Haywood) 

7. Receive Chairperson's Report.  (Verbal Report) 

CONSENT AGENDA 

8. Approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of January 15, 2015. 

9. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive the VTA Development Review Program Annual 

Report for 2014. 
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10. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive report on the Draft MTC Regional Goods Movement 

Plan. 

11. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive information on the Great Streets Corridor Study 

proposal. 

12. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive a report on three California State Transportation 

Agency: California Transportation Infrastructure Priorities Workgroup Draft White 

Papers. 

13. INFORMATION ITEM -Presentation on North Central County Bus Improvement Plan. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

14. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive a report on Land Use and Transportation Integration 

(LUTI) Partnerships. 

15. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive update on Light Rail Enhancement Program.  

16. INFORMATION ITEM -Receive an update on VTA-Caltrans FYs 2015-17 Two-Year 

Project Initiation Document Work Plan.  

17. INFORMATION ITEM - Receive an update on the Regional Reports.  (Verbal Reports) 

A.  Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) (Haywood) 

B.  California Transportation Commission (CTC) (Ristow) 

OTHER 

18. Review PAC Work Plan.  (Lawson) 

19. ANNOUNCEMENTS 

20. ADJOURN 

In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964, VTA will make reasonable arrangements to ensure meaningful access to its 

meetings for persons who have disabilities and for persons with limited English proficiency who 

need translation and interpretation services.  Individuals requiring ADA accommodations should 

notify the Board Secretary’s Office at least 48-hours prior to the meeting. Individuals requiring 

language assistance should notify the Board Secretary’s Office at least 72-hours prior to the 

meeting. The Board Secretary may be contacted at (408) 321-5680 or 

board.secretary@vta.org or  (408) 321-2330 (TTY only).  VTA’s home page is 

www.vta.org or visit us on  Facebook www.facebook.com/scvta.  (408) 321-2300:   中文 / 

Español / 日本語 /  한국어 / tiếng Việt /  Tagalog. 
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All reports for items on the open meeting agenda are available for review in the Board 

Secretary’s Office, 3331 North First Street, San Jose, California, (408) 321-5680, the Friday, 

Monday, and Tuesday prior to the meeting.  This information is available on VTA’s website at 

www.vta.org and also at the meeting. 

 



 

 

   

 

Date: January 16, 2015 

Current Meeting: February 12, 2015 

Board Meeting: N/A 

  

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee 

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez 

FROM:  Board Secretary, Elaine F. Baltao 

 

SUBJECT:  Election Process for 2015 PAC Committee Leadership: Conduct Elections 

 

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

Policy-Related Action: No Government Code Section 84308 Applies: No 

ACTION ITEM 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Conduct voting to determine the Committee's chairperson and vice chairperson for 2015. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) bylaws require that the committee elect from its 

membership a chairperson and a vice chairperson annually to serve as the committee leadership 

for the upcoming calendar year.  The bylaws also provide that the chairperson and vice 

chairperson positions serve one-year terms and are eligible for election to multiple terms.  Only 

members, not alternates, are eligible to serve in these positions.  The elections for the PAC 

chairperson and vice chairperson positions are conducted during the committee’s first meeting of 

the calendar year (usually January), if practical. 

 

The duties of the chairperson are to preside at all meetings of the committee and represent the 

committee before the Board of Directors.  In addition, it is the responsibility of the PAC 

chairperson to provide to the Board, at each of its regular meetings, a verbal report on the 

previous PAC meeting and any committee concerns.  The duty of the vice chairperson is to 

perform the duties of the chairperson when the chairperson is absent.  It is the responsibility of 

all advisory committee chairpersons and vice chairpersons to participate in periodic coordination 

meetings between themselves and the VTA Board chairperson.   
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DISCUSSION: 

The election process for chairperson and vice chairperson is comprised of three distinct steps.  

The first step is appointing the nomination subcommittee.  The second is presentation of the 

nomination subcommittee’s report.  The final step is conducting elections to select the 

chairperson and vice chairperson.  Each of these components is conducted during the committee 

meeting. 

 

Appointing the Nominating Subcommittee 

The chairperson requests volunteers to serve on the nomination subcommittee, which is typically 

comprised of two or three members.  If there are no volunteers or an insufficient number, it is the 

chairperson’s prerogative to appoint committee members to serve on it.  It is required that the 

committee votes to approve the appointment of members to the nomination subcommittee.  This 

step normally takes place two meetings prior to conducting the elections. 

 

The nomination subcommittee identifies members interested in serving as the chairperson or vice 

chairperson.  This is done by soliciting nominations from members, either for themselves or 

other members, and is done at a time other than during the committee meeting.  Additionally, it 

is the nomination subcommittee’s responsibility to determine that members who have been 

nominated are willing to serve.  The nomination subcommittee may also make a 

recommendation as to its recommended candidate for each position. 

 

At its November 2014 meeting, the PAC approved the appointment of Chairperson Howard 

Miller from Saratoga and member Jeannie Bruins from Los Altos to serve on the nomination 

subcommittee. 

 

Report from the Nomination Subcommittee 

At the meeting immediately preceding the elections, the nomination subcommittee provides a 

verbal report to the advisory committee identifying committee members who have confirmed 

their willingness to serve.  This establishes the initial list of candidates for the elections to be 

held at the next meeting.  The nomination subcommittee is automatically discharged when its 

report is formally presented to the committee.  No action is required of the committee other than 

to receive the report. 

 

Due to cancellation of the December meeting, the nomination subcommittee’s report indicating 

members who have confirmed their willingness to serve in either position will be emailed to 

PAC members on January 12, 2015.  The nomination subcommittee will also verbally reiterate 

its findings and recommendation for each position, if any, immediately prior to the elections 

being conducted. 
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Election of Chairperson and Vice Chairperson 

The elections for the PAC chairperson and vice chairperson positions are conducted during the 

committee’s first meeting of the calendar year (usually January), if practical.  The elections are 

conducted for the chairperson and vice chairperson positions individually and in sequence, and 

are done as one of the first orders of business for that meeting.  Immediately preceding the vote, 

the chairperson will ask if there are any nominations from the floor, then close the nomination 

process to establish the final list of candidates for each position. 

 

For the PAC, the affirmative vote of a majority of the quorum present is required to elect each 

position.  The term of office for each position begins immediately following the completed vote 

for that office. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

There are no alternatives since the Committee’s bylaws specify the election process. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

There is no fiscal impact resulting from the election process. 

Prepared by: Stephen Flynn, Advisory Committee Coordinator 

Memo No. 4869 
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POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Thursday, January 15, 2014 

  MINUTES  

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

 CALL TO ORDER 

The Regular Meeting of the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) was called to order at  

4:00 p.m. p.m. by Vice Chairperson Carr in Conference Room B-104, Valley Transportation 

Authority (VTA), 3331 North First Street, San Jose, California. 

  1. ROLL CALL 

Attendee Name Title Status 

Paul Resnikoff City of Campbell Absent  
Michael Kotowski (Alternate) City of Campbell Absent 
Savita Vaidhyanathan City of Cupertino Absent 
Barry Chang (Alternate) City of Cupertino Present 
Dion Bracco City of Gilroy Absent 
Vacant (Alternate) City of Gilroy NA 
Jeannie Bruins City of Los Altos Present 
Mary Prochnow (Alternate) City of Los Altos NA 
Vacant Town of Los Altos Hills NA 
Vacant (Alternate) Town of Los Altos Hills NA 
Marcia Jensen Town of Los Gatos Present 
Rob Rennie (Alternate) Town of Los Gatos NA 
Carmen Montano City of Milpitas Absent 
Vacant (Alternate) City of Milpitas NA 
Lon Allan City of Monte Sereno Absent 
Marshall Anstandig (Alternate) City of Monte Sereno Absent 
Larry Carr City of Morgan Hill Present 
Rich Constantine (Alternate) City of Morgan Hill NA 
John McAlister City of Mountain View Absent 
Chris Clark (Alternate) City of Mountain View Present 
Liz Kniss City of Palo Alto Present 
Nancy Shepherd (Alternate) City of Palo Alto NA 
Charles “Chappie” Jones City of San Jose Present  

Vacant (Alternate) City of San Jose  NA 
Teresa O’Neill City of Santa Clara Present  
Jerry Marsalli (Alternate) City of Santa Clara NA 
Howard Miller City of Saratoga Absent 
Rishi Kumar (Alternate) City of Saratoga Absent 
Jim Davis City of Sunnyvale Present 
Gustav Larsson (Alternate) City of Sunnyvale Absent 
Mike Wasserman SCC Board of Supervisors Absent 

A quorum was present. 

 

Travers_T
Text Box
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2. PUBLIC PRESENTATIONS 

 There were no Public Presentations.  

3. ORDERS OF THE DAY 

 Vice Chairperson Carr noted staff’s request to defer Agenda Item #4. Election Process for 

2015 PAC Committee Leadership: Conduct Elections. 

4. (Deferred) 

Conduct voting to determine the Committee's Chairperson and Vice Chairperson for 2015. 

5. Committee Staff Report 

 Jim Lawson, Director of Government Affairs and Executive Policy Advisor and Staff 

Liaison, introduced Nuria I. Fernandez, General Manager.  

 Report from the General Manager 

Ms. Fernandez provided a report highlighting:   

 The five priorities for 2015: 1) BART Phase II; 2) Bus Rapid Transit (BRT);            

3) Super Bowl 50; 4) Earthquakes Stadium; and 5) Envision Silicon Valley. 

 Ridership increase, noting Levi’s Stadium events is contributing to the overall 

increase. 

 Noted VTA’s accomplishments during the holiday season, included: 1) the 

Holiday Wrap Light Rail Train; 2) operating the Holiday Trolley; and 3) VTA’s 

participation in the “Stuff the Bus” and the Family Giving Tree Holiday Wish 

Drive. 

 Announced January is Human Trafficking Awareness Prevention Month and 

reminded the Committee that VTA is a safe place.  

 Announced VTA’s new Governance and Audit Committee, noting the new 

Committee will provide an opportunity to address the needs of the agency.  

 Board of Directors has elected new Chairperson Perry Woodward and Vice 

Chairperson Cindy Chavez for 2015. 

Members of the Committee requested including a discussion regarding El Camino 

Real Bus Rapid Transit to a future meeting.  

John Ristow, Director of Planning and Program Development, reported that VTA 

staff is currently reviewing the feedback from the cities along the El Camino Real 

corridor and added staff is scheduled to visit the City of Santa Clara and the City of 

Los Altos.  

Ms. Fernandez noted that there will be opportunity for staff to work with various city 

councils. 
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Mr. Lawson provided a report highlighting the following: 1) the Board of Directors 

approved and adopted the following at the December 11, 2014 meeting: a) Santa Clara 

Caltrain Station Pedestrian/Bicycle Tunnel Extension Project; b) Amendments to the VTA 

Administrative Code and Board’s Rules of Procedure; c) 2015 Legislative Program;              

d) Proposed Fare Modifications; and e) Amended and Restated Ordinance 98.1, Vehicles 

and Facilities – First Reading; 2)  the January 8, 2015 Board of Directors discussed the         

5 priorities and received an update on the Levi’s Stadium at the January 8, 2015meeting;      

3) the Board of Directors approved and adopted the following at the January 8, 2015 

meeting: a) Tamien Negative Declaration; b) Amended and Restated Ordinance 98.1, 

Vehicles and Facilities – Second Reading and Adoption; and c) 2000 Measure A Sales Tax 

Revenue Refunding Bonds, 2015 Series A; and 4) noted the NACTO Guidelines two-day 

training workshop flyer was placed on the table for members interested.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee received 

a report from the General Manager. 

6. Envision Silicon Valley  

 Scott Haywood, Policy and Community Relations Manager, provided a brief report, noting 

staff is gathering feedback from various community based organizations, cities, and VTA 

Advisory Committees. Mr. Haywood informed the Committee about the suggestions and 

concerns raised from the two stakeholder meetings. He noted that staff will create potential 

goals and priorities.  

Vice Chairperson Carr commented that Mr. Haywood will be providing regular updates to 

the Committee and to encourage a more in depth discussion.  

Alternate Member Clark reported on the new Mountain View Community shuttle funded by 

Google.  

Member of the Committee requested the following: 1) Envision Silicon Valley written 

reports; and 2) web link with information about the Mountain View shuttle.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee received 

an update on Envision Silicon Valley. 

7. Chairperson’s Report 

There was no Chairperson's report.  

CONSENT AGENDA   

8. Regular Meeting Minutes of November 13, 2014 

M/S/C (Bruins/Davis) to approve the Regular Meeting Minutes of November 13, 2014. 

 

 

 

 

NOTE: M/S/C MEANS MOTION SECONDED AND CARRIED AND, UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED, THE 

MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY. 
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9. Legislative Update Matrix 

M/S/C (Bruins/Davis) to review the Legislative Update Matrix. 

Vice Chairperson Carr requested that the following items be deferred to a future meeting 

due to time constraints: Agenda Item #13. Great Streets: Complete Street Corridor Study; 

Agenda Item #14. California State Transportation Agency: California Transportation 

Infrastructure Priorities Discussion Draft White Papers; and Agenda Item #15. North 

Central County Bus Improvement Plan. 

REGULAR AGENDA 

10. Local Program Reserve Reallocation 

Marcella Rensi, Transportation Planning Manager, provided an overview of the staff report. 

Members of the Committee inquired about potential projects that could benefit from the 

funds.  

M/S/C (Bruins/Davis) to recommend that the VTA Board of Directors approve reallocation 

of Local Program Reserve (LPR) savings of $700,000 to the I-280/I-880 Stevens Creek 

Interchange Project. 

11. FY 2016 & FY 2017 Biennial Budget Assumptions 

Carol Lawson, Fiscal Resources Manager, provided the staff report and distributed a 

presentation entitled, “FY16 & FY17 Biennial Budget Assumptions,” highlighting:             

1) Service; 2) Revenues; 3) Expense/Cost Drivers; 4) Capital Program; 5) Operating 

Reserves; and 6) Next Steps.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee reviewed 

the Fiscal Year 2016 & Fiscal Year 2017 Biennial Budget Assumptions. 

Member Davis left his seat at 5:00 p.m. and a Committee of the Whole was declared. 

12. State Route 82 Relinquishment Exploration Study 

Eugene Maeda, Senior Transportation Planner, provided an overview of the staff report. 

Member Jensen left her seat at 5:01 p.m. 

Member Jones left his seat at 5:04 p.m. 

Members of the Committee made the following comments: 1) inquired about the potential 

road conditions; 2) asked for more clarity regarding the relinquishment process and how it 

will impact the cities; 3) requested that information be brought to the city councils prior to 

the PAC Committee; and 4) noted that the relinquishment would allow each city to have 

more voice regarding the El Camino BRT.  

Upon Member Bruins inquiry, Mr. Maeda noted the meeting will include members of the 

Grand Boulevard Initiative Task force and the various city staff.  
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Mr. Lawson reported on the specifics about relinquishment regarding the El Camino Real 

and the various cities along the corridor. He noted that the El Camino Real Relinquishment 

Exploration Study will help to determine the current and future conditions of the road. 

Mr. Ristow recommended that the Committee Members and their city council attend the 

February 19, 2015 meeting with the stakeholders. Mr. Ristow commented that there will be 

handouts and more in-depth information that would help answer many questions.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee received 

an update on the SR 82 (El Camino Real) Relinquishment Exploration Study. 

13. (Deferred) 

Receive information on the Great Streets Corridor Study proposal. 

14. (Deferred) 

Receive a report on three California State Transportation Agency: California Transportation 

Infrastructure Priorities Workgroup Draft White Papers.  

15. (Deferred) 

Presentation on North Central County Bus Improvement Plan. 

16. Update on Regional Reports 

A. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 

Aaron Quigley, Senior Policy Analyst, provided a brief report noting MTC 

deferred action to redirect 10.5 million dollars to Caltrain Vehicle 

replacement that was originally scheduled for the VTA operating budget.  

Mr. Lawson noted VTA’s concerns regarding redirecting funds from VTA’s 

operating budget and continued discussions will be held with MTC. 

B.  California Transportation Commission (CTC) 

There was no California Transportation Commission (CTC) report. 

OTHER 

17. Committee Work Plan 

Upon Member Kniss’ inquiry, Mr. Lawson noted that VTA staff will look at the Biannual 

Budget workshop time and the Cities Council meetings times.  

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee reviewed 

the Work Plan. 

18. Announcements 

There were no Announcements.  
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19. ADJOURNMENT 

On order of Vice Chairperson Carr and there being no objection, the Committee meeting 

was adjourned at 5:22 p.m. 

      

 

        Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

Theadora Travers, Board Assistant  

VTA Office of the Board Secretary 



 

   

 

   

Date: January 29, 2015 

Current Meeting: February 12, 2015 

Board Meeting: March 5, 2015 

 

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  VTA Development Review Program Annual Report for 2014  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

Since the late 1990’s, VTA has reviewed and commented on development and transportation 

projects in and adjacent to Santa Clara County. The Development Review Program includes the 

review of environmental documents and development proposals submitted by local agencies as 

well as the review of Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) reports for proposed projects 

meeting the Congestion Management Program (CMP) requirements. VTA also monitors the 

approval of projects reviewed, and typically summarizes these review and approval activities on 

a quarterly basis for VTA Committees and the Board. 

 

In this report, staff is expanding on the typical scope of the Quarterly Report to present the first 

Development Review Program Annual Report for 2014. Besides summarizing VTA’s 

Development Review activities over the entire calendar year, this report also draws upon the full 

range of VTA land use activities, including the tracking of land use approvals through the CMP 

Monitoring and Conformance Report and the tracking of projects under construction to support 

VTA’s Travel Forecasting Model. Integrating all of this knowledge of development activity over 

the year, the Annual Report identifies five Key Themes of importance to VTA and local 

agencies.  

 

DISCUSSION: 

The following discussion provides a summary of VTA Development Review activities for the 

entire calendar year of 2014.  

 

 VTA commented on a total of 83 projects through the Development Review Program for the 

calendar year of 2014.  The city with the largest number of projects was San José with 26 

projects, followed by Mountain View with nine projects, Santa Clara with eight projects, and 

9
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Morgan Hill with six projects. 
 

 Sixty eight of the 83 items that VTA commented on were private development projects. The 

remainder consisted of agency-led planning efforts such as Precise Plans, General Plan 

updates, Climate Action Plans, and Area/Specific Plans. 
 

Forty-one projects which VTA previously commented on were approved by local agencies 

during the calendar year of 2014. The Cities of Mountain View and San José saw the greatest 

number of approvals with ten approvals each, followed by Santa Clara and Sunnyvale with 

five approvals each.  

 

The Summary Report of VTA’s Development Review activities for the fourth quarter of 2014 is 

included for informational purposes as Attachment A. 

 

Key Themes of Land Use Development in Santa Clara County in 2014  

 

Through all of VTA’s activities reviewing and gathering data on land use and development in 

Santa Clara County in 2014, the following Key Themes have emerged: 

 

1. Multifamily Residential Near the Core Transit Network 

 

VTA continued to see a large number of high density residential projects proposed and approved 

near Santa Clara County’s core transit network, including El Camino Real, Downtown San José, 

North San José, and southern Milpitas near light rail and the future Milpitas BART station. Such 

projects tend to be at a mid-rise level of four to six stories except in Downtown San José where 

high-rise densities are common, and many projects include ground floor retail.  

 

2. North San José Blossoming 

 

Several previously-approved large residential projects were under construction or completed in 

North San José, bringing over 5,000 new residential units within walking distance of VTA light 

rail. Several of these developments contain ground-floor retail, which complements the larger-

scale @First retail center which opened several years ago. Notable office activity included the 

construction of Samsung’s North American Headquarters and the approval of two million square 

feet of office buildings at Brokaw Avenue. 

 

3. Major Employment Projects, But Not Necessarily Near Transit 

 

The Silicon Valley office market continues to be strong, with over 10 million square feet of new 

space proposed, approved and under construction primarily in the northwest county such as 

Mountain View, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara, and Cupertino. However, unlike residential 

development these projects are not as likely to be located near the core transit network, but are 

more likely to be located close to freeway interchanges. Many of these projects rely on extensive 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) programs to reduce auto trips. 

 

4. South County Resurgence 

 

9
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2014 saw a large number of projects proposed and approved in Gilroy and Morgan Hill, in 

contrast to recent years when south county development activity slowed down due to the 

recession. The most common type of project was single family residential, but other land uses 

included medical offices, retail, a new high school, and a large warehouse project. 

 

5. Renewed Interest in VTA Engagement 

 

In response to VTA Board and Committee discussions about improving VTA’s role in land use 

and development, VTA staff developed the Land Use and Transportation Integration (LUTI) 

Partnerships Program, with the goal to build on existing VTA initiatives to enhance VTA’s 

involvement in land use planning and decision-making. An example of the type of productive 

collaboration VTA hopes to encourage took place in late 2014, when a developer proposed to 

downsize a previously-approved project near the future Milpitas BART station and the City and 

VTA worked together to uphold the shared land use vision of high density, walkable urban 

development. VTA will continue to look for opportunities to engage with Cities at all stages of 

the development process in 2015. 

 

Prepared By: Robert Cunningham 

Memo No. 4835 
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VTA Development Review Program 
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October, November, and December of 2014
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Development Review Projects Summary 
October to December 2014 

Map 
No. CMP ID Lead 

Agency 
Project 

Name/Location Project Description Document 
Type 
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VTA Comment Topics 

1 CM1403 
City of 
Campbell 

280 Dillon Avenue 
Residential 100 residential units 

Site Plans, Initial 
Study, TIA  y 

Land Use; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations; Connections to Los 
Gatos Creek Trail; Transit Incentives 

2 CU0502 
City of 
Cupertino 

Shops 6, Main Street 
Cupertino - Northwest 
corner of Stevens 
Creek Boulevard and 
Tantau Avenue 

28,210 s.f. retail in Shops 6 
Building, part of previously 
approved Main Street 
Cupertino Project Site Plans y   Pedestrian Accommodations; Bus Service 

3 CU1403 
City of 
Cupertino 

Foothill Residential - 
10310 N Foothill Blvd 15 residential units Site Plans y  Bus Service 

4 EPA1401 
City of East 
Palo Alto 

General Plan and 
Zoning Code Update 

General Plan and Zoning 
Code Update NOP y   

Bicycle Crossings; Relationship to Santa 
Clara County Congestion Management 
Program 

5 LG1102 
Town of Los 
Gatos 

CVS Pharmacy - 
15600 Los Gatos 
Boulevard 

Total of 30,116 s.f. retail 
including pharmacy, 
restaurant and additional 
retail IS/MND y   Pedestrian Accommodations; Bus Service 

6 MH1001 
City of 
Morgan Hill 

Southeast Quadrant - 
Bounded by US 101, 
San Pedro Avenue, 
Carey Avenue, and 
Maple Avenue 

1,600 student high school 
facility on a 38-acre site and 
program-level analysis for 
sports/recreation uses in 
1,290-acre SE Quadrant area DEIR, TIA   y 

Freeway Analysis; Potential Future Transit 
Demand and VTA Policy 

7 MH1005 
City of 
Morgan Hill 

Condit Evergreen - 
Northeast corner of 
San Pedro Avenue and 
Condit Road 

381 single-family residential 
units on 19.4-acre site DEIR, TIA y   

Freeway Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures; Transportation Demand 
Management; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations and Site Design 

8 MH1402 
City of 
Morgan Hill 

Butterfield-Keenan 
General Plan 
Amendment 

410 residential units on 19.5 
acres DEIR, TIA y   

Freeway Analysis and Mitigation 
Measures; Transportation Demand 
Management; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations and Site Design 

9 MH1404 
City of 
Morgan Hill 

Inn at Morgan Hill - 
West side of Condit 
Road, 500 feet north 
of E Dunne Ave 104-room hotel and restaurant Site Plans y   Pedestrian Accommodations 

9.a
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Map 
No. CMP ID Lead 

Agency 
Project 

Name/Location Project Description Document 
Type 
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VTA Comment Topics 

10 MH1405 
City of 
Morgan Hill 

Butterfield Retirement 
Community - 
Butterfield Blvd, north 
of Barrett Ave 

114 unit senior retirement 
building Site Plan y y 

Potential Future Transit Demand and VTA 
Policy; Pedestrian Accommodations 

11 ML0808 
City of 
Milpitas 

McCandless Project 
('The District at 
Milpitas') 

Previously approved for 1,154 
residential units and 87,023 
s.f. retail on 23 acres; 
proposed downsizing to 826 
residential units and 57,000 
s.f. retail Tentative Map y   

Land Use and BART Ridership Potential; 
Transportation Impact Fee Revenue 
Generation; Land Use Mix & Density 

12 ML1401 
City of 
Milpitas 

Watson Storage - 
Watson Court, near S 
Milpitas 
Boulevard/Montague 
Expwy 

Rehab/Reconfiguration of 
Existing Public Storage 
Facility Site Dev Permit y   Bus Service 

13 ML1403 
City of 
Milpitas 

Montague Self 
Storage - 985 
Montague Expressway 
at S Milpitas Blvd 

97,523 s.f. self storage on 4.6 
acres Site Plans y   

Land Use and Location; Coordination with 
Montague Expressway Widening Project 

14 ML1404 
City of 
Milpitas 

Hanson Court Storage 
- 1 Hanson Court, near 
Milpitas Boulevard 

97,621 s.f self storage facility 
on 4.27 acres Site Plan y   BART Alignment 

15 MV1303 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

Whisman Villas – 
Between Whisman 
Road and LRT tracks 18 single family homes Traffic Study   y Whisman Park & Ride Lot 

16 MV1307 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

The Village at San 
Antonio (formerly San 
Antonio Center Phase 
II) 

392,855 s.f. office, 118,050 
s.f. commercial, 167 room 
hotel, movie theater on 9.9 
acres DEIR, TIA   y 

Land Use; Pedestrian Accommodations; 
Bicycle Access and Parking; 
Transportation Demand Management; 
Significant Impacts to CMP Facilities; Bus 
Service 

17 MV1309 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

North Bayshore 
Precise Plan 

Net increase of 3.4 million s.f. 
office and commercial uses; 
Planning policies, 
development regulations, 
public infrastructure 
improvements, and 
implementation strategy DEIR   y 

Transportation Demand Management, Trip 
Reduction and Transit Service; Roadway 
Connectivity; Congestion Impacts on 
Transit Vehicle Delay; Potential 
Additional Transit Service; Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Accommodations; Freeway 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
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VTA Comment Topics 

18 MV1312 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

801 El Camino Real 
West Mixed Use 

164 apartment units and 
10,800 s.f. commercial space 
on 2.38 acres DEIR, TIA   y 

Land Use; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations; Transit Incentives 

19 MV1402 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

El Camino Real 
Precise Plan - Various 
parcels along El 
Camino Real from 
San Antonio Road to 
South Bernardo 
Avenue 

Planning policies, 
development regulations, 
public infrastructure 
improvements, and 
implementation strategy DEIR   y 

Relationship to El Camino Real BRT 
Project; CMP Facilities; Congestion 
Impacts on Transit Vehicle Delay; Bus 
Stop Accommodations; Transportation 
Demand Management; Pedestrian 
Accommodations; Bicycle 
Accommodations 

20 MV1403 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

San Antonio Precise 
Plan - Frontage 
includes El Camino 
Real, San Antonio 
Road, California 
Street, and Showers 
Drive 

Planning policies, 
development regulations, 
public infrastructure 
improvements, and 
implementation strategy DEIR y y 

Auto and Bicycle Parking Policies; 
Transportation Demand Management; 
Pedestrian Accommodations; Existing 
Conditions Intersection LOS; Freeway 
Analysis Segments; Existing Conditions 
Freeway LOS; Existing Plus Project 
Freeway Analysis 

21 MV1404 

City of 
Mountain 
View 

1101 El Camino Real 
West Residential 

52 condominium units on 
0.98-acre site currently 
occupied by car wash Initial Study   y 

Land Use; Pedestrian Accommodations; 
Transit Incentives 

22 PA1402 
City of Palo 
Alto 

1050 Page Mill Rd 
Office Project 

287,980 s.f. office to replace 
283,980 s.f. office, R&D, and 
warehouse uses NOP y   

TIA Report; Transit Incentives; 
Transportation Demand Management; Bus 
Service 

23 SC1406 
City of Santa 
Clara 

Santa Clara Square - 
Several sites northeast 
of the Bowers 
Dr/Scott Blvd 
intersection, south of 
US 101 

GPA for high-intensity 
office/R&D 

General Plan 
Amendment y y 

TIA Report; Transportation Demand 
Management; Bus Service 

24 SC1407 
City of Santa 
Clara 

Muslim Community 
Association School 
Expansion - 3003 
Scott Boulevard at 
Space Park Drive 

Expansion of existing school 
from 400 students to 1,050 
students 

Initial Study, 
TIA y   Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations 

25 SJ0545 
City of San 
Jose 

Century Center Court 
Residential - West 
side of N 1st Street, 
400 feet south of of 
Metro Drive 

378 residential units and 
5,115 s.f. of ground floor 
retail PD Permit   y Land Use 
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VTA Comment Topics 

26 SJ0823 
City of San 
Jose Earthquakes Stadium 18,000 seat soccer stadium 

Bus Stop 
Improvements y   Bus Service 

27 SJ1305 
City of San 
Jose 

Great Oaks / iStar 
Mixed Use 

720 residential units, 154,000 
s.f. commercial uses, and 
260,000 s.f  
office/commercial uses DEIR, TIA   y 

Access to Transit and Trip Reductions; 
Freeway Impacts and Mitigation 
Measures; Bicycle Accommodations; 
Transit Incentives 

28 SJ1403 
City of San 
Jose 

Park View Towers - 
Northeast corner of N 
1st Street and St 
James Street 

18-story tower with 216 
residential units and 18,537 
square feet of commercial 
space on a 1.52-acre site TIA Notification y   

TIA Report; Operational Concerns; 
Construction Access Permits; Land Use; 
Transit Incentives; Parking Management 

29 SJ1404 
City of San 
Jose 

Fairfield Apartments - 
Southeast corner of 
San Carlos Street and 
Sunol Street 

318 residential units and 
23,543 s.f. commercial/office 
on 4.18 net acres 

Planned 
Development 
Permit   y 

Land Use; Pedestrian Accommodations; 
Transit Incentives; Parking Management; 
TIA Report; Light Rail Operations; VTA 
Permit Coordination; Pedestrian 
Accommodations and Access to Transit 

30 SJ1412 
City of San 
Jose 

Winchester Reserve 
Mixed Use - 863-917 
S. Winchester 
Boulevard 

641 residential units and 
13,000 s.f. retail  NOP y   

Land Use; Study Intersections; Transit 
Incentives; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations; Bus Service 

31 SJ1414 
City of San 
Jose 

Capitol Toyota 
Expansion - Northeast 
corner of Capitol 
Expressway and Pearl 
Avenue 

Expansion of existing auto 
dealership TIA y   Freeway Analysis 

32 SJ1415 
City of San 
Jose 

Steindorf Elementary 
School - 3000 Ross 
Avenue at Foxworthy 
Avenue 

Expansion of elementary 
school TIA Notification y   Pedestrian Accommodations 

33 SJ1416 
City of San 
Jose 

Super Micro 
Computer 
Development - Former 
SJ Mercury News site 
at Ridder Park Dr, 
Schallenberger Rd and 
I-880 

280,000 s.f. of office space; 
455,000 s.f. manufacturing 
space, and 795,000 s.f. 
warehouse space TIA Notification y   

TIA Report; TIA Analysis; Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Accommodations; Transportation 
Demand Management; Freeway Analysis 

34 SJ1419 
City of San 
Jose 

1821 Almaden Road 
Residential - 660 ft 
south of Willow Glen 
Road 

124 multi-family residential 
units TIA y   Pedestrian Accommodations 
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VTA Comment Topics 

35 SJ1420 
City of San 
Jose 

Cannery Park Village 
- Northwest corner of 
E. Taylor Street and 
N. 10th Street 

403 residential units and 
5,000 square feet of retail TIA Notification y   

Land Use; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations; Transit Incentives 

36 SU1302 
City of 
Sunnyvale 

Fair Oaks Bridge 
Rehabilitation - 
Bridge over Caltrain 
tracks and Hendy 
Avenue 

Rehab of existing bridge, 
ped/bike improvements and 
intersection improvements at 
Kifer Road and Evelyn 
Avenue DEIR y   

Bus Service; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations 

37 SU1401 
City of 
Sunnyvale 

Landbank R&D 
Campus - Southwest 
corner of Wolf Road 
and Arques Avenue 

777,170 s.f. (518,449 s.f. net 
new s.f.) R & D development DEIR   y 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Accommodations; 
Transportation Demand Management 

38 SU1403 
City of 
Sunnyvale 

Sheraton Hotel 
Expansion - 1100 N. 
Mathilda Avenue 

Addition of 232 guest rooms 
for a total of 342 guest rooms TIA y y Pedestrian Accommodations 

39 SU1404 
City of 
Sunnyvale 

DeGuigne Residential 
- 915 DeGuigne 
Avenue and 936 
Duane Avenue 

Parcel 1: Replace 471,000 s.f. 
industrial uses with 451 
townhomes; Parcel 2: Replace 
12,000 s.f. industrial uses 
with either a park or 70,000 
s.f. retail and 19 res. Units NOP y   

TIA Report; Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Accommodations; Bus Service 
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DEVELOPMENT REVIEW QUARTERLY REPORT 
GLOSSARY 

 
ABAG  Association of Bay Area Governments 
ABC  Across Barrier Connections 
AC  Acre(s) 
ACE  Altamont Corridor Express 
ATRS  Auto Trip Reduction Statement 
BART  Bay Area Rapid Transit 
BMPs  Best Management Practices 
BRT  Bus Rapid Transit 
BTG  Bicycle Technical Guidelines 
CDT  Community Design & Transportation  
CMP  Congestion Management Program 
CSA  Construction Staging Area 
CUP    Conditional Use Permit 
CWC  Citizen Watchdog Committee 
DASH  Downtown Area Shuttle 
DEIR   Draft Environmental Impact Report 
DU/AC   Dwelling Units Per Acre 
EIR  Environmental Impact Report 
ER    Environmental Review 
FAR  Floor Area Ratio 
FEIR  Final Environmental Impact Report 
GHG  Greenhouse Gas 
GPA   General Plan Amendment 
HCM  Highway Capacity Manual 
HOV  High-Occupancy Vehicle 
HSR  High-Speed Rail 
IS    Initial Study 
ITS  Intelligent Transportation System 
LOS  Level of Service 
LRT  Light Rail Transit 
LU/TD    Land Use/Transportation Diagram  
MF RES  Multi-Family Residential 
MM  Mitigation Measure 
MMRP  Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program 
MND    Mitigated Negative Declaration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MTC  Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
ND  Negative Declaration 
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NOP    Notice of Preparation 
PCC  Portland Concrete Cement 
PDA  Priority Development Area  
PDP  Planned Development Permit 
PDR    Planned Development Rezoning 
PE  Preliminary Engineering 
PTG  Pedestrian Technical Guidelines 
PUD  Planned Urban Development 
QOS  Quality of Service 
R&D  Research & Development  
RES  Residential 
ROW  Right-Of-Way 
SAR    Site and Architectural Review 
SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District 
SDP  Site Development Permit 
SF    Square Foot 
SF RES  Single-Family Residential 
SOV  Single-Occupant Vehicle 
SPA    Specific Plan Amendment 
SPRR Southern Pacific Railroad 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
TCE Temporary Construction Easement  
TDM  Transportation Demand Management 
TIA  Transportation Impact Analysis 
TIA NF   Transportation Impact Analysis Notification Form 
TM    Tentative Map 
TMA  Transportation Management Association 
TOD  Transit-Oriented Development 
TPA  Transit Priority Area  
UPRR  Union Pacific Railroad 
VMT  Vehicle Miles Traveled 
VTP  Valley Transportation Plan 
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Date: January 29, 2015 

Current Meeting: February 12, 2015 

Board Meeting: March 5, 2015 

 

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  Draft MTC Regional Goods Movement Plan  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

In July 2013, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay 

Area Governments (ABAG) adopted Plan Bay Area, the region’s integrated long-range 

transportation and land-use/housing plan. Plan Bay Area identifies goods movement as a key 

work item to advance as part of its implementation and as a focus of the 2017 update to Plan Bay 

Area. 

MTC is updating the Regional Goods Movement Plan which was completed in 2004. This 

regional update on goods movement will be closely integrated with the Alameda County 

Transportation Commission’s (ACTC) countywide goods movement planning effort, as well as 

state and federal policy and planning efforts. 

The update to the Regional Goods Movement Plan is anticipated to be completed fall 2015. More 

information can be found at <http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/rgm/>  

 

Prepared By: Jane Shinn 

Memo No. 4880 
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GOODS MOVEMENT COLLABORATIVE AND GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN 1 

Regional  
Goods Movement Plan 

VTA Technical Advisory Committee 
February 12, 2015 

CAC Agenda Item #10  
TAC Agenda Item #10 
PAC Agenda Item #10 



GOODS MOVEMENT COLLABORATIVE AND GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN 2 

Why Goods Movement?  
• Integral part of the region’s economy 

 Over $600 billion of goods flow within or through the region 
each year 

 32 percent of jobs in the region are in goods movement 
dependent industries; key source of job diversity in the region 

• Heavily reliant on transportation system 
 Nation’s 5th largest marine port and two major airports 

 Major highway and rail corridors 

 Local streets and roads 

• Significant public health and quality of life impacts on 
local communities 



    

Alameda County Transportation Commission and Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Goods Movement Collaborative and Goods Movement Plans 

Task 

1 Decision-Making 
and Outreach 

2 Baseline Assessment 

3 Needs Assessment 

4 Develop and 
Evaluate Strategies 

5 Goods Movement 
Plan 

6 Coordination and 
Implementation 

ACTC Activity 

Technical Teams Meetings MTC Activity 

Executive Team Meetings 

Interest Group Meetings 
and Outreach  

Stakeholder Roundtables (Broad and 
topic-based) 

2013 
Oct Nov Feb Jan Dec Mar 

2014 
Apr Jun Jul May Aug Sep Oct Nov Feb Jan Dec Mar Apr Jun July May Aug Sep Oct 

2015 

Kick-off workshop Advocacy  workshop Strategy workshop 

B 

C 

D E 

Nov Dec Jan 
2016 

A 

Vision and Goals A 
B Performance Measures 

E Final Plans 

C Strategy Development 

D Strategy Evaluation Results 

Plan workshop 
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Base Year Freight Flows Highlights  
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Freight Flows by Trade Type – 
Regional Overview 

Domestic  
388,334; 

85% 

Exports  
25,154; 6% 

Imports  
40,658; 9% 

Total =  
454,146 KTons 

Domestic  
487,078; 

76% 

Exports  
58,304; 9% 

Imports  
98,454 
15% 

Total =   
$643,836 Million 

Source: Cambridge Systematics FAF3 2012 Disaggregated Database. 

Volume Value 
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Freight Flows by Mode – Regional 
Overview 

Truck 
390,975; 61% 

Rail 
13,616; 2% 

Water 
3,283; 0% 

Air (include 
truck-air) 

68,177; 11% 

Multiple 
modes & mail 
121,015; 19% 

Pipeline 
30,613; 5% 

Other 
and unknown 

9,920; 1% 
No domestic 

mode 
6,238; 1% 

Total =  
$643,836 Million 

Source: Cambridge Systematics FAF3 2012 Disaggregated Database. 

Truck 
326,198; 72% 

Rail 
14,634; 3% 

Water 
12,740; 3% 

Air (include 
truck-air) 
688; 0% 

Multiple 
modes & mail 

27,606; 6% 
Pipeline 

49,174; 11% 

Other and 
unknown 
7,651; 2% 

No domestic 
mode 

15,456; 3% 

Total =  
454,146 KTons 

Volume Value 
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Top Commodities Moved by Truck 
 

Source:  Cambridge Systematics FAF3 2012 
Disaggregated Database. 

Bay Area 
 
By Tonnage         By Value  
Waste/Scrap               Electronics 
Petroleum n.e.c      Autos 
Nonmetal min.prod    Prec. nstruments 



GOODS MOVEMENT COLLABORATIVE AND GOODS MOVEMENT PLAN 8 

Regional Needs Assessment Summary 
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Goods Movement Corridors 
Counties in  Bay Area Corridor 

Name  
Other Corridor Elements  Major Functions/Industries Served 

Alameda, Santa Clara I-880  UP Rail Lines (Niles, Coast 
Subdivisions), Port of Oakland, UP 
Railport, BNSF OIG, OAK, SJV 

Connects intermodal rail terminals.  Major industrial 
corridor with much of the region’s historic industrial 
core.  

SF, Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Solano, Napa 

I-80 
(Central 
Corridor) 

UP Martinez Subdivision, Port of 
Benicia, Travis AFB,  Cordelia Truck 
Scales, I 80/I 680/SR 12 

Primary corridor connecting Bay Area to Sacramento 
and northern tier states across the U.S.  Connects 
North Bay oil refineries and Ports of Richmond and 
Benicia. 

Contra Costa, Alameda I-580/SR 238 
(Altamont 
Corridor) 

UP Oakland Subdivision, M580 
Marine Highway, Port of Richmond 

Primary truck corridor connecting the Bay Area to the 
rest of the U.S. Secondary freight rail line that is 
expected to grow increasingly important with 
expansion of rail terminal at the Oakland Army Base 

Santa Clara, San Mateo, 
San Francisco, Marin, 
Sonoma 

U.S. 101  
 

SFO, Port of San Francisco, Port of 
Redwood City, SMART rail on NWP 
line 

 

Major goods movement corridor serving the Peninsula.  
Connects agriculture shippers on North Bay (Sonoma), 
Central Coast, and North Coast with markets in Bay 
Area.  Primary access to SFO. 

Santa Clara, Alameda,  
Contra Costa 

I-680  Port of Benicia Serves trucks moving from South Bay and Fremont and 
connecting to and from the warehouses in the San 
Joaquin Valley via connections with I 580. 

Sonoma, Napa, Solano, 
Marin 

SR 12/SR 37  Northwestern Pacific rail line Helps connect North bay to San Joaquin Valley. 

Santa Clara SR 152 Important link that connects the San Joaquin Valley to 
the Bay Area and coast.  Recently selected as a 
Caltrans Focus Route. 

Contra Costa SR 4  BNSF Route to Stockton Subdivision 
(Transcon Line),UP line to Stockton  

Serves refineries and diverse manufacturers in CCC, 
provides connections to Central Valley. 
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I-880 Corridor – 
Overview  
• Core N-S corridor in East Bay 

from San Jose to Oakland 

• Supports industries in: 
 Manufacturing 

 Logistics 

 Other value-added industries  

• Other Key Infrastructure:  
 UP rail lines from Oakland to 

San Jose  

 Port of Oakland  

 Railport and OIG  

 Oakland International Airport  

 Mineta San Jose Int’l Airport 
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I-880 Corridor – Trends and Needs  

• Truck traffic on corridor highest 
in Oakland, reaching 20,000 
trucks per day, truck volumes 
decreases southbound.  

• Significant freight rail volumes 
(up to 50 trains/day on Oakland 
Sub), with additional shared 
passenger train service (ACE).  

• In the future, truck traffic will 
grow due to:  
 Significant growth at Port of 

Oakland driven by exports  

 Moderate growth at OAK 
(at 1.6% annually from 2012 to 2040) 

• Highway issues include: 
 Significant bottlenecks around 

interchanges, and high volume 
segment  

 Operational and safety constraints 
due to weaving, merging activities, 
and roadway configurations 

 Pavement damage 

• Port of Oakland issues include:  
 Terminal congestion  

 Land constraints  

 Deficiencies in cargo-handling 
equipment  

 Dredging  
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US 101 Corridor  
– Overview  
• Main N-S corridor on the 

peninsula 
 Used for distribution of products to 

major population centers in Santa 
Clara, San Mateo, and San 
Francisco Counties  

 Only N-S connector in the North Bay 
serving Marin and Sonoma Counties 
(agriculture products) 

• Other Key Infrastructure 
 The Port of San Francisco  

 The Port of Redwood City  

 SFO 
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US 101 Corridor – Trends and Needs  

• Truck volumes highest around 
San Jose, with 11,000+ trucks 
per day in 2012, mostly heavy 

• Near SFO, more smaller trucks 
are used than heavy trucks 

• Truck growth in the future will be 
driven mostly by 
  population demand 

 Agriculture product demands in 
North Bay 

• Air cargo volumes at SFO 
projected to grow significantly 
(3.4% annually) 

 

• Highway issues include 
significant truck delay around 
key population centers that are 
used by commuters in Santa 
Clara, San Mateo Counties – 
lack of alternatives 

• Port of San Francisco can see 
increased rail volumes with 
planned rail improvements to 
handle waste, but will continue 
to be limited as a cargo port 

• Port of Redwood City will see 
continue growth of construction 
materials and other bulk, which 
can strain the port’s capacity 
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The I-680 Corridor  
– Overview  
• Intraregional corridor providing  

 N-S connection of I-80 to more 
inland locations on the East Bay 

 Connection between South Bay 
and I-580  

 Connection to the wine regions of 
the North Bay to the Central Valley 
via I-580 

• Other Key Infrastructure  
 Port of Benicia  

 Valero Oil Refinery 
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I-680 Corridor – Trends and Needs  

• Truck volumes highest around I-
580 (12,000 trucks per day) and 
Fremont and Pleasanton – 
clusters of industrial activities  

• Heavy truck traffic will increase 
moderately in the future, driven 
primarily by local and domestic 
markets, as well as import and 
exports 

• Growth in manufacturing 
activity in south Bay (e.g. Tesla 
Plant) will also place additional 
traffic on this corridor 

•  Highway issues include  
 Conflicts between trucks and autos  

 Pavement damage due to heavy 
materials such as autos, 
waste/scrap, construction materials 

 Lack of right of way availability in 
portions of I-680 in Solano County  
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SR 152 Corridor –  
Overview 
• East-west corridor connecting 

the South Bay, North Central 
Coast and Central Valley 
regions  

• Vital connection to San Joaquin 
Valley and Monterey Peninsula, 
where 50% of the state’s 
agricultural activities take place 
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SR 152 Corridor – Trends and Needs  

• Truck traffic on SR 152 vary 
significantly, highest near US 101 
with 5,000 trucks daily in 2012.  

• Growing important as a East-
west artery and auxiliary route 
to I-580 and SR 46  

• Truck volumes projected to 
nearly double by 2035* 

• Truck issues include: 
 Delays at intersections  

 Overall congestion 

 Poor connectivity with adjoining 
state highways at some locations 

 Rural segments with 2 lanes not 
capable of moving  anticipated 
traffic effectively in the future 

*Route 152 Trade Corridor Summary Report, VTA, 2013 
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Congestion Needs - Highway 
AM Peak Truck Delay Index   PM Peak Truck Delay Index   

Source: Congested Segments from INRIX 2013; 
Truck Volumes data from Caltrans Truck Counts, 
2012; Analysis by Cambridge Systematics. 
  

The index = 
TruckAADT/Speed
, and includes all 
2+ axle trucks 
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Reliability & Safety Issues - Highway 
Shared passenger/freight corridors experience heaviest 
congestion and poorest reliability 

 

 

 

Key Corridors 
Reliability 
1-880: between San Mateo and Dumbarton bridges in AM and San Mateo 
and Bay Bridges in PM 
I-80 between the Maze and I-580 
I-580 between I-205 and I-680 in the AM 
US101 in Santa Clara 
Safety 
I-880 has highest truck crash rates in the region 
I-580 has second highest truck crash rates, particularly near 680 interchange 
I-80 has third highest truck crash rates, worst around Bay Bridge and Oakland 
to Richmond 
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Operational Connectivity Issues - 
Highway 
• Lack of East West connectivity 

 SR12/SR37 could provide greater connectivity between 
North Bay ag shippers and San Joaquin Valley but would 
need upgrading and improvements to bridges (e.g., Rio 
Vista) and major sea level rise issues 

 SR4 lacks connectivity to the San Joaquin Valley in east, 
inhibiting industrial growth options 

 SR152 carries 25% of East West traffic today – potential to 
be a significant trade corridor 

• I-80/I-680/SR12 interchange and truck scales 
 Significant truck bottleneck with diversion on local roads 
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Cross-Cutting Issues 
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Major Cross-Cutting Issues 

• Arterial operations and urban goods movement 
• Air quality and quality of life impacts, particularly 

along key freight corridors and hubs 
• Crude by rail – concerns regarding safety and 

rapidly changing landscape 
• Sea level rise – vulnerability of key infrastructure 
• Industrial land use – loss of industrial land and 

conflicting land uses 
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Arterial Operations/ITS/Urban Goods 
Delivery 
• Arterial truck corridors – congestion and operations 

 Urban intercity alternatives to freeways – coordination of 
operations 

 High speed rural truck routes – improve access controls 

 Increased small delivery truck activity due to e-commerce 

 Smart corridor options 

• Modal conflicts and Complete Streets 
• Land use conflicts 

 Truck routes bordering residential neighborhoods 

 Truck parking and truck services 

 Enforcement of truck controls and management 
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Air Quality and Environmental 
Impacts  - Emissions from Freight 

Significant reductions but still major public health issue   

Source: Improving Air Quality and Health in Bay 
Area Communities, Community Air Risk Evaluation 
Program Retrospective and Path Forward (2004 – 
2013), BAAQMD, April 2014.  
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Opportunities Identified to Date 
• Goods Movement to Support Emerging Industries (biotech, 

artisanal foods, clean energy & transportation, advanced 
manufacturing, recycled materials) 

• E-Commerce and Advanced Retail Distribution – capture value-
added economic activity; neighborhood & commercial center 
impacts 

• Goods Movement Workforce Development – key source of job 
diversity; need to focus on access to jobs for impacted communities 

• Bulk Exports and Expanded Rail Services – growth in bulk exports 
(including ag and food products via interregional connections)at 
seaports; increased demand on rail corridors 

• New technologies – ITS, equipment technology 

• Integrated planning – coordinated land use, transportation and 
economic development; integration of complete streets concepts 
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Discussion and Next Steps 
• Are there other needs and issues we should include?  
• What ideas do you have for strategies that should 

be evaluated to address these needs? 
 Projects (or types of projects) – regionally significant 

 Programs (e.g., new funding categories) 

 Policies and partnerships – agency coordination  

• Next Steps 
 Complete Needs Assessment – March 

 Strategy development and evaluation – Spring/Summer 

 Draft Plan – Fall 2015; Final by end of 2015 
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TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  Great Streets:  Complete Street Corridor Study  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

The Complete Streets concept calls for public roads to be designed and built for the mobility and 

safety of all roadway users.  Motorists, transit riders, bicyclists, and pedestrians of all ages and 

abilities must be able to move safely along and across our streets.  VTA has long promoted 

elements of the multimodal, complete streets concept through its Community Design and 

Transportation Program, countywide plans, technical guidelines, and funding programs to 

support incremental improvements for bicycle, pedestrian and public transit along existing 

roadways.  

In line with these efforts, VTA is proposing to conduct a series of corridor studies to implement 

the complete streets concept along select transportation roadways in Santa Clara County. This 

major planning effort, called the Great Streets Corridor Study, is a partnership between VTA and 

Member Agencies to transform select transportation roadways into high-quality, multimodal 

streets that prioritize bicycle, pedestrian and transit travel while still serving motorists.  VTA is 

proposing to lead this collaborative planning process to better coordinate localized planning 

efforts on corridors that cross multiple jurisdictions.  Each corridor study will include planning 

and conceptual design work to improve one or more of the preferred alternative modes along the 

corridor (i.e. bicycle, pedestrian, and/or transit), and may result in a number of recommended 

improvements for transit operations, pedestrian and bicycle safety and connectivity, transit travel 

time, transit rider amenities, and/or traffic calming measures.  The expected outcome of this 

planning effort is to provide Member Agencies with a completed plan that can be implemented 

as capital funding becomes available or as redevelopment occurs and cities are able to condition 

these improvements as part of approval.   
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DISCUSSION: 

VTA has identified a preliminary list of potential corridors to study (Table 1 and Attachment A). 

These candidate corridors were identified based on factors including geographic and 

demographic equity; regional significance; connections to major destinations such as shopping, 

employment and school centers; core transit routes; and major bike corridors.   

Table 1 - Candidate Corridors to Study 
# Corridor Rough Extents Length 

(Mile) 

Transit Route(s) Jurisdiction 

1 Tasman N. Fair Oaks to Main Street 5.8 200, 55, 321, 121, 902, 901, 

58, 140, 330, 825, Great 

America Transit Center 

Sunnyvale, 

Santa Clara, 

San Jose, 

Milpitas,  

2 Bascom Santa Clara to Campbell (880 to 85) 5.9 61, 62, 26, 49,25 San Jose, 

Campbell, 

County 

3 Keyes/Story 1st Street. to E Capitol Expy 3.5 25, 73 San Jose   

4 Middlefield Whisman to County line in Palo Alto 7.1 32, Middlefield LRT station Mountain 

View, Palo 

Alto 

5 Los Gatos Blvd SR 85 to Main Street 2.5 49  Los Gatos 

6 1st Street (Gilroy) Santa Teresa Blvd to Monterey St. 1.5 19  Gilroy 

7 Berryessa Rd. US 101 to I-680 1.9 62, 65, 66, 61, Berryessa 

BART 

San Jose 

8 Winchester Blvd Winchester Transit Center to Moorpark  2.6 60,  48, 101 San Jose, 

Campbell  

9 Rengstorff  Central Expy to US 101 1.2 34, 40 Mountain  

View 

10 Scott/Arques N Fair Oaks to Walsh 3.3  304, 822, 58, 827, 60 Santa Clara, 

Sunnyvale 

11 Coleman Guadalupe River Trail to Brokaw 2.1 10, 304, 61, 62, Santa Clara 

Caltrain station, Future 

BART station 

San Jose, 

Santa Clara 

12 Saratoga Avenue 280 to San Jose city limit (Prospect) 2.3 57, 58 San Jose  

 

VTA presented the concept of the Great Streets Corridor Study at the October 28th CIP Working 

Group and November 13th Technical Advisory Committee meetings.  VTA also met with 

individual city staff to request feedback on the 12 preliminary corridors identified for potential 

analysis and to understand the cities’ planning priorities and level of interest in partnering with 

VTA in this effort.  Based on input received from these meetings, three corridors were selected 

to move forward for potential funding through available planning grant programs: Story/Keyes, 

Bascom and Tasman.   

In October 2014, VTA worked with City of San Jose to submit the Story/Keyes Corridor Study 

for the Caltrans Planning Grant opportunity, highlighting benefits of complete streets 

improvements in a corridor located in an environmental justice community.  The funding 

recommendations for this grant are expected to be announced in January 2015.  In December 

2014, the Priority Development Area (PDA) planning grant call-for-projects was released.  VTA 
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is planning to submit both the Bascom and Tasman corridors for this funding opportunity in 

partnership with the cities of San Jose and Campbell and the County, and the cities of Sunnyvale, 

Santa Clara, San Jose and Milpitas, respectively.    

NEXT STEPS: 

As more funding opportunities become available in the future, VTA will work with the cities to 

determine which corridor from the candidate list to move forward based on the timing and 

relevancy of the grant program, availability of staff resources, and level of interest from 

participating Member Agencies. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 

 

The Committee for Transit Accessibility (CTA) deferred this item at the January 14, 2015 

meeting. 

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) received this information item at the January 14, 2015 

meeting and provided no comments.  

The Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) received this information item at the 

January 14, 2015 meeting.  The Committee members inquired if Hale/Santa Teresa corridor and 

Homestead Road were considered for potential analysis.  Staff responded that the list of 

candidate corridors is preliminary and can be modified over time.  

Members of the Committee noted the following: 1) corridors #8 and #12 should be extended 

further; 2) candidate corridors do not connect with one another; 3) asked what factors were 

considered in the corridor selection; 4) queried why El Camino Real was not in the list of 

potential corridors; and 5) requested staff to provide another update in a few months.  Staff 

responded that the corridor selection is based on land use and transportation factors including 

core bike and transit routes and major land use attractors.  Staff added significant investments 

have been made along the El Camino Real corridor and this study will focus on other opportunity 

areas.   

The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) deferred this item at the January 15, 2015 meeting. 

STANDING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 

 

The Congestion Management Program & Planning Committee (CMPP) received this information 

item at their January 22, 2015 meeting.  Committee Members noted the following: 1) City of 

Sunnyvale is appreciative of a study focused on the Tasman corridor due to the density around 

the light rail stations, access needs to 49er stadium, incomplete sidewalks and pedestrian conflict 

in an already constrained corridor; 2) asked what criteria is used to determine how locations are 

selected in terms of geographic balance and needs in other areas; 3) inquired why Alum Rock 

corridor was not included on the list; and 4) requested the Story/Keyes corridor to be extended 

further east.  Staff responded that the list can be modified to add new or revise existing corridors.  

Corridor selection is based on the suitability of the corridor to compete for available grant funds 

and consideration of VTA and the cities' planning priorities.  Staff will continue to look for 
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available grant funding to move other corridors forward and position these plans for future 

capital funding.  The Committee recommended placing this item on the Board’s consent agenda 

for February 5, 2015.  

 

Prepared By: Aiko Cuenco 

Memo No. 4826 
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BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  California State Transportation Agency: California Transportation Infrastructure 

Priorities Discussion Draft White Papers  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

In April 2013, the California State Transportation Agency established the California 

Transportation Infrastructure Priorities (CTIP) Workgroup to examine the current state of 

California's transportation infrastructure and discuss the challenges that lie ahead.  The CTIP 

Workgroup released an interim report in February 2014 which articulated the vision of 

California’s transportation system; provided short-term recommendations related to fiscal year 

2015 budget; and identified areas for further consideration. In September 2014, three draft white 

papers discussing three areas of consideration identified the interim report were released. 

The draft white papers are on the following areas of consideration: Exploring a Road Usage 

Charge as a Potential Replacement for the Gasoline Tax; Tolling and Pricing for Congestion 

Management and Transportation Infrastructure Funding; and State Transportation Improvement 

Program - Performance Investment and Transparency. 

The draft white paper on Exploring a Road Usage Charge as a Potential Replacement for the 

Gasoline Tax is especially timely, as Senate Bill 1077 (DeSaulnier) was approved in September 

2014. Working through the California Transportation Commission, SB 1077 requires the 

implementation of a road usage charge pilot program by January 1, 2017 and the findings to be 

reported by June 30, 2018. 

DISCUSSION: 

Exploring a Road Usage Charge as a Potential Replacement for the Gasoline Tax 

The California Transportation Infrastructure Priorities (CTIP) Workgroup acknowledges the 

deficiencies of relying on the current gas tax and its unsustainable future as a funding source for 

California’s transportation infrastructure needs. They see that a road usage charge is a real and 
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tangible funding alternative. With this, the CTIP Workgroup recommends moving ahead with a 

large-scale road usage charge demonstration program with the overall goal being: 

"To advance the understanding and evaluate the viability of a road usage charge model in 

California, and to provide a sustainable and equitable source of revenue to maintain, operate, and 

improve California's state and local transportation infrastructure." 

Thirteen policy principles were developed as a framework to guide future research and 

development in road usage charge. These principles are broad and are intended to reflect 

California's unique perspectives towards a road usage charge. With the approval of Senate Bill 

1077 and as California moves ahead with exploration of a road usage charge, the Workgroup 

recommends that the principles be refined and operational concepts be developed as needed. This 

white paper and policy principles have become a road map for implementing SB 1077. The 

policy principles can be found on pages 7-8 of Attachment A 

The importance of finding an alternative funding source for California infrastructure is not lost 

on the CTIP Workgroup. They recognize the viability of a road usage charge as funding source 

as well as the urgency to act due to the time required to implement and complete a demonstration 

program. In order for California to remain a leader in modern transportation practice and policy, 

the CTIP Workgroup recommends the Secretary of Transportation to take action. 

 

Tolling and Pricing for Congestion Management and Transportation Infrastructure Funding  

Per the CTIP Workgroup, California has moved from the traditional use of tolling to build 

infrastructure by leveraging the revenue stream. Tolling is now seen as a true “user fee” where 

the revenues are collected and reinvested into the corridor/system. Pricing, as a subset of tolling 

has a primary focus of managing demand to reduce congestion, and revenue generation is a 

secondary objective. 

The CTIP Workgroup recommends that a clear, statewide policy be developed to “clarify the 

process for determining the use of toll revenues, and streamlining the statutory process to use 

tolling and pricing where appropriate.” For tolling and pricing related to congestion management 

and funding transportation infrastructure, the policy will show that where appropriate, Caltrans 

will support the use of tolling on the State Highway System (SHS) to “optimize system 

performance and provide an alternative source of transportation funding to maintain and improve 

infrastructure.” The policy would have the following requirements: 

1) Tolling would be considered during the planning and development of capacity 

improvements on the SHS; and 

2) Congestion pricing and all-electronic tolling would be required for priced managed lanes 

and would need to be considered for other toll facilities where feasible. 

For managed lanes, the policy would identify the types of operational strategies used on 

managed lanes, including pricing, as well as assert that Caltrans supports the use of managed 

lanes on the SHS as a sustainable transportation system management solution. The use of 

revenues generated from the managed lanes would be addressed under the statewide tolling 

policy. 

The CTIP Workgroup recognizes that the current legislation limits the authority for Caltrans and 

regional transportation agencies to collect tolls. They propose new legislation that would expand 
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the authority for Caltrans and regional transportation agencies to collect tolls. The proposed 

legislation would permanently reinstate the process by which regional agencies could apply to 

the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to operate express lanes established under 

2006 Assembly Bill 1467, which sunset in 2012; expand this authority to Caltrans; eliminate the 

cap on the number of projects that can be approved; and in addition to express lanes, include 

express toll lanes and toll roads as a qualifying project. Provisions of the proposed legislation are 

also identified by the CTIP Workgroup. 

 

State Transportation Improvement Program - Performance Investment and Transparency 

With the intention of having these recommendations inform the 2016 State Transportation 

Improvement Program (STIP) process, the CTIP Workgroup has developed five 

recommendations to assure the STIP investments align with State policy, perform well and are 

developed in a transparent manner. The recommendations of the CTIP Workgroup are as 

follows: 

1) Do not change the current statute directing 75% of STIP dollars to the Regional 

Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP) and 25% to the Interregional Transportation 

Improvement Program (ITIP) as suggested by a State Smart Transportation Initiative 

review of Caltrans and voiced by critics of the 2014 STIP. Instead, focus state policy 

alignment on Regional Transportation Plans and the Interregional Transportation 

Strategic Plan (ITSP). 

2) The CTC will adopt performance measures as part of the STIP process to improve 

transparency. The CTIP Workgroup recommends seven measures that should “apply to 

individual projects and relate back to the applicable overarching plan benefit, subject to 

any thresholds set by the CTC guidelines.” The recommended measures can be found on 

page 10 of Attachment C. 

3) STIP should pursue multi-modal investments to support Sustainable Community 

Strategies and California Transportation Plan 2040 which define regional and statewide 

priorities and focus. 

4) In cases where the most cost-effective use of STIP dollars is the preservation of existing 

multi-modal infrastructure and operational improvements, these expenditures should be 

encouraged. The CTIP Workgroup acknowledges that if in the long term, additional 

funding is not identified for preservation of highways, the STIP may need to be reduced 

and the State Highway Operations and Protection Program (SHOPP) increased. 

5) Improve the transparency of the ITIP by increasing public participation and ensuring the 

updated ITSP and related STIP investments align with the State’s priorities as reflected in 

the California Transportation Plan 2040. Per the CTIP Workgroup, the ITSP should 

encompass the entire interregional system, including high-speed rail, intercity rail along 

with active transportation. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Citizens Advisory Committee received the item on consent at their January 14, 2015 

meeting. 
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The Technical Advisory Committee placed the item on consent at their January 15, 2015 

meeting. 

 

Due to time limitations, the Policy Advisory Committee deferred this item until the February 12, 

2015 meeting. 

 

STANDING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION: 

 

The Congestion Management Program & Planning Committee considered this item as part of its 

January 22, 2015 Consent Agenda.  The Committee placed this item on the consent agenda for 

the February 5, 2015 Board of Directors’ meeting.  

 

Prepared By: Jane Shinn 

Memo No. 4813 
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Exploring a Road Usage Charge 

This whitepaper provides background and recommendations from the California Transportation 

Infrastructure Priorities (CTIP) Workgroup on the establishment of a demonstration program to explore 

the feasibility of road usage charge as an alternative to the excise tax on gasoline.  The California State 

Transportation Agency (CalSTA) established the CTIP Workgroup in April 2013, to examine the current 

status of the state’s transportation system and discuss the challenges that lie ahead.  The workgroup 

includes a diverse group of transportation stakeholders.  An Interim Recommendation Report was 

issued in February 2014 and posted on the CalSTA website.  The CTIP Workgroup continues to meet on 

specific topics in 2014 – one of these being the feasibility of a road usage charge for addressing the 

state’s long-term funding challenge to preserve state and local transportation infrastructure. 

Gas taxes pay for highways, local roads, bridges, busses, trains, and even active transportation. 

However, the current per-gallon tax structure is untenable in the long-term.  Although total Vehicle 

Miles Traveled (VMT) are expected to increase over time, the projected sale of gasoline is expected to 

decrease dramatically due to increasing fuel efficiency of the vehicle fleet.  One alternative funding 

approach to this problem is a Road Usage Charge, which is charged on the number of vehicle miles 

traveled.  This may be a more logical and fairer method of paying for state highway needs in light of high 

fuel economy and electric drive vehicles – It is also a direct charge for usage of the transportation 

system with a clearer nexus between payment and use.  As a new and widely untested alternative 

funding approach, many questions must be answered prior to any wide-scale changes.  This whitepaper 

describes the need for a stable revenue source that will address the twin funding problems of inflation 

and increasing vehicle fuel economy, and some of the challenges therein. 

1 Transportation Infrastructure Charges Relative to Other Services 
With perhaps the notable exception of Warren Buffett, nobody publicly admits to wanting to pay more 

taxes.  Nonetheless, the state’s transportation infrastructure represents an essential component of 

modern life, and its existence and function relies on some sort of user payment. The transport of 

people, food, and consumer goods - 

not to mention vital emergency 

services - would not be possible 

without the state’s integrated 

transportation system.  Though no 

official number exists, it is roughly 

estimated that the transportation 

system in the state is valued in the 

neighborhood of several trillion 

dollars; yet users of the system 

generally pay far less for use of the 

system than for many daily luxuries.  

The average driver pays just $368 

Gas Taxes  
$368  

Internet 
$540  

Coffee 
$780  

Cell Phone  
$852  

Cable  
$1,032  

Average Annual Cost of Select Items 
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California:  Revenue Loss Due to Increases in Fuel Economy 

Annual VMT Gas Consumption w/ CAFE Baseline Gas Consumption

Up to $16B Projected Loss by 2030, 
Due to Increased Fuel Efficiency 

(New CAFE Standards) 

VMT Growth and Revenue 
Growth Would be Equal if Fuel 

Efficiency Did Not Change 

VMT Growth and Revenue 
Growth Would be Equal if Fuel 

Efficiency Did Not Change 

annually in gasoline taxes, including all state, local and federal taxes.  Yet, consumers would likely be 

surprised to find that their annualized payments for use of highways and roads are only about one-third 

of the cost of their cable bill.  This lack of perspective makes it very difficult to engage in any 

conversation about paying for infrastructure.  

The current tax system is a consumption tax.  It is constructed in such a way that leads consumers to 

think of the taxes on gasoline as a tax for the purchase of gasoline, not on the usage of the roadway 

network.  This somewhat circular logic is perpetuated by the fact that the taxes on gasoline are just a 

proxy for a tax on the use of the transportation system.  The direct link between use of the system and 

paying for that system does not exist.  A useful means of guiding this discussion is to shift the focus from 

a tax, to a charge for use of a crucial utility, just as people think about their use of electricity, water and 

internet access.   

2 Effects of Vehicle Fuel Economy 
New Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) standards, alternative fuels, and the rise in the popularity 

of electric vehicles, combine to create a rapidly deteriorating funding situation.  These are positive 

results from other statewide policy initiatives, but the primary state transportation revenue source for 

maintenance and operations has been the flat-rate excise tax of 18 cents placed on each gallon of 

gasoline sold.  While sales tax (later replaced with a “price-based” excise tax) was shifted to 

transportation beginning in 

2000, only the base 18 

cents provides funding for 

“fix-it-first” activities 

including maintenance and 

rehabilitation of the state’s 

transportation system.  

The excise tax has long 

been used as a proxy for a 

user fee, but as vehicles 

become more efficient, 

this proxy is becoming less 

effective.  

The emphasis on increased 

fuel economy is undeniably 

desirable.  From an 

environmental and energy 

policy standpoint, 

decreased fuel consumption reduces greenhouse gasses and our dependence on a finite energy source.  

However, as we strive to reduce fuel consumption, we undercut the primary funding source for repair of 

the roads that all cars, trucks, and busses rely on - regardless of the energy source that they use, or how 

efficient the vehicle they drive is.  There is no equitable means to mitigate these effects so long as we 
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continue to rely on the antiquated per-gallon excise tax. 

By 2030, as much as half of the revenue that could have been collected will be lost to fuel efficiency.  If 

that sounds farfetched, consider that 20 years ago in 1994, the average fuel economy of cars on the 

road in the United States was just around 20 miles per gallon (MPG); today the average efficiency of 

new cars sold exceeds 35 MPG.  By comparison, 35 MPG was the average fuel economy of all passenger 

cars sold in the European Union (EU) in 2001, and by 2011 it had increased to 42 MPG, with average 

highway ratings exceeding 50 MPG.  As new, more efficient, cars replace the older models, the effect on 

consumption and average fuel economy of the fleet will increase rapidly.  On the other hand, revenue 

from the gas tax will decline dramatically.  Estimates suggest that the decrease in revenue due to fuel 

efficiency will soon outpace even the negative impact of inflation. 

Complicating the issue somewhat is the interaction of increased fuel economy with the use of diesel fuel 

that is taxed at a lower rate than gasoline.  The market share of diesel passenger vehicles in the U.S. is 

currently around 1 percent.  Based on experiences in the 1980s drivers in the U.S. have been soured on 

diesel cars, viewing them as noisy, dirty, and unreliable.  But modern diesel systems are touted as clean, 

powerful, and fuel-efficient.  In the EU, 55 percent of passenger cars sold in 2011 were diesel-powered. 

Because modern diesel cars are more fuel efficient than gasoline-powered equivalents, this move to 

diesel power has helped the EU to achieve outstanding average fuel efficiency and commensurate 

greenhouse gas reductions.  

Recent years have seen the marginally successful re-entry of diesel passenger cars into the U.S. market, 

and estimates by some expert sources indicate that the market share of new diesel passenger cars sold 

could increase to 10 percent by 2020.  But, because diesel excise tax was reduced to 10 cents per gallon 

(from 18), a shift in fuel source would negatively impact transportation revenues available under the 

existing tax structure. 

3 Effects of Inflation 
Even absent changes in tax revenue due to fuel efficiency, the state faces another losing proposition in 

the excise tax: inflation.  The base excise tax, which provides the funding for the maintenance of our 

highways and local roads, has remained 

unchanged since 1994.  This rate has 

been in place for 20 years, despite 

significant increases in project 

construction costs.  Since that time, 

despite the economic crisis of 2008, the 

buying power of the tax has decreased 

about 42 percent in terms of 

construction costs.  To flip that around, if 

the base 18 cents-per-gallon tax had 

been indexed to inflation back in 1994, it 
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would be about 31 cents-per-gallon today.    

The chart above illustrates how inflation has reduced the purchasing power of 1994’s 18 cent gas excise 

tax to the equivalent of a 10.5 cent tax.  A further adjustment for increased VMT would reduce the 

purchasing power to the equivalent of 9.0 cents per gallon (half the value). 

The effects of inflation must be addressed if California is to be successful in both improving the 

condition of transportation infrastructure and maintaining the improved condition.  The means of doing 

so is tie the tax to an index that changes with the cost of goods and services.  The Consumer Price Index 

may be the most well known, but the Producer Price Index, or even the California Highway Construction 

Cost Index are more consistent with construction price changes.   

The gasoline excise tax was raised multiple times between its initiation in 1923 and the last increase in 

1994 to account for the effects of inflation.  Indexing annually for inflation can alternatively be 

authorized and reduces the purchasing power erosion between longer-term adjustments.  Regardless of 

the type of long-term solution implemented to provide appropriate funding for transportation, the 

effects of inflation must be surmounted and annual indexing considered.  

4 The Benefit of Exploring the Road Usage Charge 
The word “sustainability” generally evokes thoughts related environmental quality.  But sustainability is 

a much broader concept that includes, at its heart, a consideration for the long-term feasibility of any 

undertaking, including its financial feasibility.  As currently structured and with advances in vehicle 

technologies, the current per-gallon tax on fuel is not sustainable as a long-term revenue source for 

transportation infrastructure funding.  Therefore, California should consider the feasibility of other 

revenue sources.   

The road usage charge is untested on a large scale in the United States, but may offer benefits as an 

alternative to the gasoline tax in terms of greater revenue sustainability to maintain bridges, roads and 

other transportation infrastructure; and in terms of a closer nexus between the payer and the service 

being consumed.  A closer nexus between a road usage charge and miles traveled on roads and 

highways may additionally improve traveler information about the relative costs of car travel compared 

to other modes.  Better consumer information on the cost of car trips may increase car pools, transit, 

and active transportation modes; resulting in co-benefits to the environment and public health. 

When the possible benefits of a road usage charge detailed in the prior paragraph are coupled with the 

need to consider various options for privacy protection, technology, and other detail of a road usage 

charge system, the merit of a demonstration program comes into focus.  This whitepaper does not 

recommend implementation of a road usage charge – rather it recommends exploration, through a 

demonstration program, to better understand the possible benefits and costs.  Through future efforts, 

the CTIP Workgroup will additionally be looking at other pay-as-you-go revenue options to maintain 

transportation infrastructure.        
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4.1 Other States are Exploring the Road Usage Charge 

The state of Oregon has been a national leader in the drive towards a road usage charge.  It is currently 

the only state in the nation that has a permanent, albeit limited, road usage charge.  Oregon started on 

this path in 2001, when the Oregon Legislature created Oregon’s Road User Fee Task Force (Task Force).  

The Task Force was created to develop a revenue collection design funded through user pay methods, 

acceptable and visible to the public, that ensures a flow of revenue sufficient to annually maintain, 

preserve and improve Oregon’s state, county and city highway and road system. 

The Task Force researched and investigated more than two-dozen revenue options.  After the Task Force 

determined that a road user fee based on miles driven had the most promise, it spearheaded a 

successful pilot in the Portland area that concluded in 2007.  That 2007 pilot proved the concept of a 

per-mile fee was feasible and pinpointed areas that needed more research and testing. 

In 2012, the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) began a second road user fee pilot.  The 

second pilot included new technologies that could report VMT without the use of a global positioning 

system (GPS), assuaging many privacy concerns.  Notably, the second pilot gave volunteers several 

options, including the type of device used, and a choice of service provider.  The pilot concluded in 

February 2013, and was the final proof of concept necessary to move forward into formal 

implementation.  

A 2013 bill (Senate Bill 810) authorized the ODOT to set up a permanent road usage charge system for 

5,000 volunteer motorists beginning July 1, 2015.  ODOT may assess a charge of 1.5 cents per mile for up 

to 5,000 volunteer cars and light commercial vehicles and issue a gas tax refund to those participants.  

Washington and other western states are exploring a road usage charge and have formed the Western 

Road Usage Charge Consortium to collaborate and pool valuable research and development dollars. 

4.2 Explore a Tax Structure to Reflect Use of the System, Not Fuel Purchased 
Implementation of a road usage charge to replace the antiquated per-gallon excise tax would help to 

preserve transportation revenues for state and local governments.  However, as highlighted by the 

experience in Oregon, the process to implement a road usage charge is long and challenging.  A 

demonstration program will provide data to inform the conversation regarding a road usage charge as a 

viable user fee option for California and test participant reactions to the concept.  The state should 

pursue a demonstration program to understand the challenges and best practices associated with a road 

usage charge program.  

A conversion from a gasoline excise tax to a road usage charge would be an extensive process that 

would take considerable time.  Exploration of the issues discussed above would enable the state to 

explore an important option for transportation funding without necessitating a change to the current 

tax structure, or to current statute.   

The list of areas that should be investigated is wide-ranging, but some of the most prominent include: 
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 Privacy 

 Public Education 

 Rural and Urban perceptions 

 Environmental justice 

 Technological hurdles 

 Practicality 

 Equity 

 Interoperability 

5 CTIP Workgroup Recommendations 
Over the past several months, CalSTA and the CTIP Workgroup have convened to discuss policies and 

issues related to guiding the early stages of a road usage charge demonstration program in California.  

The discussions encompassed a wide-range of topics such as road usage charge history nationally and 

worldwide, policy issues, demonstration program characteristics, and others.  Through these efforts, the 

CTIP Workgroup recommends moving forward on a road usage charge demonstration program, 

including the following overall goal for the demonstration: 

To advance the understanding and evaluate the viability of a road usage charge model in California, and 

to provide a sustainable and equitable source of revenue to maintain, operate, and improve California’s 

state and local transportation infrastructure. 

5.1 Guiding Policy Principles Framework 

In order to achieve the overall goal, the CTIP Workgroup developed 13 policy principles that will help 

guide future road usage charge research and development in California.  At a minimum, the process to 

develop a California road usage charge should: 

1. Fully Engage the Public – A road usage charge demonstration program needs to be transparent 

and engage the traveling public. 

2. Honor Personal Privacy –The right to privacy must be honored.  The system should protect 

specific driver and other personally identifiable information. 

3. Be Fair and Equitable – All Californians should pay their fair share for using the transportation 

system – just like they pay their fair share of use for water or electricity.  A fair system may 

account for vehicle type and size (e.g., fuel efficiency and weight) and consider incentives for 

lower income and disadvantaged Californians. 

4. Keep Pace with Change – The system should be open, adaptable, and expandable towards 

current and future technologies, and allow private sector participation. 

5. Avoid Double Charging – The individual paying a road usage charge should not have to pay both 

the gas tax and the road usage charge.  

6. Be Simple – The system should be uncomplicated, streamlined, and transparent. 

7. Clearly Identify Responsibilities – Roles, responsibilities, administration, and oversight functions 

should be clearly identified. 
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8. Be Enforceable – The system should meet all security and compliance measures to detect and 

deter evasion and fraud. 

9. Integrate with Other Charges – As a replacement to the gas tax, the charge should also be 

compatible with current and future transportation revenue streams in California, and with other 

state, national and international transportation systems. 

10. Reinvest in Transportation – The use of road usage charge revenue must be used for 

transportation purposes. 

11. Allow User Choice – Californians should have the ability to select a reporting option of choice 

based on multiple technology and non-technology options. 

12. Incorporate Cost Efficiencies – The system should incorporate low capital and operating costs to 

ensure highest return on system investment. 

13. Integrate with Other State Policies – The system should also align with California’s economic, 

energy, environmental, and congestion management goals. 

The guiding policy framework is intended to be broad in nature and the principles reflect California’s 

unique perspectives toward a road usage charge.  However, as California continues to explore a road 

usage charge through research and a possible demonstration, it will be prudent to further refine these 

guiding policy principles and develop operational concepts that reflect a clear nexus to them.   

5.2 Large Road Usage Charge Demonstration Characteristics 
The purpose of a road usage charge demonstration is to gain insights and discover information relevant 

to the viability of a road usage charge as a user fee option in California.  In order to achieve the overall 

recommended goal, the CTIP Workgroup was provided with small, medium and large demonstration 

options, each having unique key parameters, including: sample size, geographic diversity, duration, and 

reporting options.  Each option was discussed at length between CTIP Workgroup participants and the 

general consensus was to recommend a “Large” demonstration.  The characteristics of a large road 

usage charge demonstration include: 

 Geographic Diversity – A road usage charge demonstration in California should reflect the 

profile of drivers on the roads.  This includes north/south, urban/rural, socioeconomic classes, 

ethnic groups, and others.  A large demonstration consisting of statewide distribution is 

recommended, including multiple urban and rural areas throughout the state.  Any reduction in 

geographic coverage may not provide a statistically valid representation of California’s 

geographic diversity. 

 Duration – A road usage charge demonstration in California will take time and may take 12 

months of live demonstration.  Any reduction to this timeframe might reduce the confidence 

level and confidence interval of the demonstration results. 

 Reporting Options – A road usage charge demonstration in California will need to explore both 

technology and non-technology options.  A large demonstration will allow participants to 

choose from approximately six (6) different types of reporting options.  Any reduction to the 

amount of options available to participants might limit California’s ability to address issues such 

as privacy, interoperability, user choice, and flexible technology. 
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 Sample Size – A road usage charge demonstration in California should reflect the overall 

population.  Based on the characteristics identified above, a large demonstration consisting of 

approximately 6,000 participants is recommended.  Any reduction in sample size may not 

provide a statistically valid representation of California’s population when spread across the 

state’s geographic segments and multiple reporting options. 

5.3 Call for Action 

As recognized by the CTIP Workgroup, the need for a stable alternate funding source that will address 

the various transportation funding problems in California is real and tangible.  The current 

transportation funding structure is broken, but a road usage charge is a promising funding alternative 

that merits further exploration.  Furthermore, there is an urgency to act because even the most 

ambitious road usage charge demonstration schedule will take time to implement and complete.  In 

order for California to remain a leader in modern transportation practice and policy, California should 

take action, demonstrate the viability of a road usage charge, and take the necessary steps towards 

addressing long-term transportation funding challenges. 
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Tolling and Pricing on State Highways 
 
This whitepaper provide background and recommendations from the California Transportation 
Investment Priorities (CTIP) Workgroup on the tolling and pricing highway assets for congestion 
management and revenue for transportation infrastructure.  The 
California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) established the CTIP 
workgroup in April 2013 to examine the current status of the state’s 
transportation system and discuss the challenges that lie ahead.  
The workgroup includes a diverse group of transportation 
stakeholders.  An Interim Recommendation Report was issued in 
February 2014 and posted on the CalSTA website.  The CTIP 
workgroup continues to meet on specific topics in 2014 – one of 
these being the subject of tolling and pricing.   
 
Tolls are fees that drivers pay to use specific transportation facilities; 
such has bridges, highways, or managed lanes.  California has a total 
of 170 centerline miles of toll bridges, toll roads, and priced 
managed lanes (also known as express lanes).  These facilities are 
located in the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles County, Orange 
County, and San Diego County. 
 
Traditionally, tolling has been seen as a means to get new bridges, 
tunnels, and roads built by leveraging the revenue stream from tolls 
over many years.  Many states have expressed a growing interest in 
tolling as the introduction of more fuel-efficient vehicles and 
inflation have reduced the amount and buying power of fuel tax 
revenues, which historically have represented their largest source of 
transportation funding.  Tolling is also seen as a true “user fee” in 
that the toll revenues collected from system users are reinvested 
back into the maintenance and improvement of the system.  Toll 
revenues can also be leveraged to provide financing for other 
transportation improvements.    
 
Beyond the motivation for funding, there also is a motivation to use pricing as a means of managing 
demand to reduce congestion.    A subset of tolling, pricing focuses on the use of tolls to manage traffic 
demand, with revenue generation being a secondary objective. Various adjectives are sometimes used 
to modify the term pricing: variable-, congestion-, and value-. They all essentially mean the same thing: 
varying the toll charged based upon the time of day, day of week, and/or real-time traffic conditions in 
order to appropriately manage traffic. Pricing can be applied to traditional toll roads, bridges, tunnels, or 
designated highway lanes. 
 

1   Background on Tolling and Pricing in California 
 
California has long used tolling, albeit in a very limited way, to help pay for transportation infrastructure.  
For much of the 20th century, the focus was to charge tolls to finance large transportation projects, 
specifically bridges.   The State built 9 toll bridges in the San Francisco Bay Area, Los Angeles, and San 

Toll Bridges in California 
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge 
Golden Gate Bridge 
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge 
San Mateo-Hayward Bridge 
Dumbarton Bridge 
Carquinez Bridge 
Benicia-Martinez Bridge 
Antioch Bridge 
 
Toll Roads in California 
State Route 73 (Orange County) 
State Route 125 (San Diego County) 
State Route 133 (Orange County) 
State Route 241 (Orange County) 
State Route 261 (Orange County) 
 
Express Lanes in California 
I-10 (Los Angeles County) 
I-15 (San Diego County) 
State Route 91 (Orange County) 
I-110 (Los Angeles County) 
State Route 237 (Santa Clara County) 
I-680 (Alameda and Santa Clara 
Counties) 
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Diego, and a separate bridge district comprised of several counties built and continues to operate the 
Golden Gate Bridge. 
 
In 1987, two joint powers authorities were authorized to charge tolls as well as development fees to 
finance a 67-mile network of highways in Orange County.    This was followed two years later by the 
State’s first public-private partnership (P3) law  in 1989, which authorized Caltrans to establish franchise 
agreements with private entities for up to four transportation facilities and mandated the use of tolls to 
help finance the projects.   Two projects were built using this P3 provision.   One of these projects, the 
State Route 91 Express Lanes, was the first priced managed lane facility in California, where a 
combination of tolling, access control, and vehicle occupancy were used in order to ensure that the 
facility operated at a high level of performance.    
 
In 1993, Assembly Bill 713 was passed, implementing priced managed lanes (express lanes) on Interstate 
15 in San Diego County.   In this particular project, the San Diego Association of Governments was given 
authority to convert existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes to high-occupancy/toll (HOT) lanes.  
The success of this project led to subsequent legislation (Assembly Bill 2032) in 2003 that authorized 
other regional transportation agencies to operate a limited number of express lane projects elsewhere in 
San Diego County as well as in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties.  This was later followed by legislation 
in 2006 (Assembly Bill 1467) that allowed regional transportation agencies to request approval from the 
California Transportation Commission to operate express lanes.  The number of projects was limited to 
four - two in northern California and two in southern California.   Projects were authorized in Los Angeles 
and Riverside Counties and the San Francisco Bay Area under this provision, which expired in 2012.    
 
A new statute (Senate Bill X2 4) authorizing P3 projects became law in 2009.  Under this statute, regional 
transportation agencies or Caltrans could enter into P3 agreements for projects, and tolling is an option 
to provide a source of financing for the projects.   This law will sunset in 2017.  In 2010, Assembly Bill 798 
became law, establishing the California Transportation Finance Authority (CTFA).  CTFA was granted the 
power to authorize Caltrans or other regional transportation agencies to use tolls as a means of 
financing a transportation facility.  This authority through the CTFA has no sunset date.     
 

2    Typical Uses of Toll Revenue 

 
The primary intent of tolling on the bridges was 
for project financing purposes.  That historic 
policy driver remains today, but tolls are now also 
being used to pay for the operations and 
maintenance costs of the bridges.  State law 
initially required that tolls be removed from the 
State-owned toll bridges once the revenue bonds 
used to finance the facilities were paid off but in 
1972 this requirement was removed and instead 
tolls were to be set to cover the costs of 
operating and maintaining the facilities as well as 
pay off project indebtedness.   Tolls collected on 
the Golden Gate Bridge also subsidize transit 
service and ferry service.  Tolls collected on the 
State-owned bridges in the San Francisco Bay Area not only cover the costs of operations and 

48% 

52% 

San Francisco Bay Area 
Regional Measure 2 

Expenditures through 2040 

Capital Projects

Transit
Operations
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maintenance but also the costs of replacing or retrofitting bridges for seismic safety, and expanding 
bridges to handle increased traffic.   In addition, voters in the San Francisco Bay Area have twice 
approved specific bridge toll increases to finance freeway and transit improvements in the region and 
cover the costs of operating transit service.   The most recent measure (Regional Measure 2) is expected 
to provide over $3 billion in toll revenues through the year 2040 to cover highway and transit 
improvements and subsidize transit operations in the region.    (Tolls were removed from the bridges in 
southern California once the facilities were paid for and their seismic safety retrofits were completed.) 
 
State laws require that tolls collected on P3 projects or authorized by CTFA could also be used to cover 
the costs of operating and maintaining the facility in addition to financing.   Excess toll revenues from a 
P3 project may be repaid into the State Highway Account, while excess toll revenues from a project 
authorized by CTFA are to be used for HOV improvements or other transportation improvements in the 
corridor in which they were collected. 
 
State laws require that toll revenues from express lanes are to be used to cover the capital, operations, 
and maintenance costs of the lanes.  Any remaining revenues are to be used to fund improvements on 
the same freeway corridor, or operational subsidies for public transit operations.  In some specific cases, 
these excess revenues can be dedicated to expansion and enhancements to the adjacent general 
purpose lanes in the corridor.    

 
The revenue potential for express lanes can be 
high; the express lanes on State Route 91 
generated $22.3 million in net revenues in 2013.  
In San Diego, the express lanes on I-15 were 
expected to generate over $5 million in toll 
revenue in fiscal year 2014.   Approximately 18 
percent of those revenues were dedicated to 
financing transit service in the I-15 corridor. 

 
The use of tolling and pricing has been increasingly supported by the federal government as a means to 
increase capacity and manage existing capacity.  Since 2005, federal law has allowed states to convert 
HOV lanes to HOT lanes without federal approval.   The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century 
Act (MAP-21), which took effect in October 2012, further streamlined the use of tolling by eliminating 
federal approval and tolling agreement requirements to toll new capacity on existing freeways.    Federal 
law also requires toll revenues to be used first to cover the costs of developing, operating, and 
maintaining the facility, and providing a return on investment to any private investment partner.   Excess 
revenues may be used for any transportation purpose within the subject corridor for which Federal 
funds would normally be used. 
 

3    Recommendations from the Tolling and Pricing Subgroup 

 
Over the past several months, the California State Transportation Agency and the CTIP Workgroup have 
convened to discuss policies and issues related to developing a tolling and pricing policy for state 
highways.  Through these efforts, the CTIP workgroup recommends moving forward on a clear policy 
that would clarify the process for determining use of toll revenues, and streamlining the statutory 
process to use tolling and pricing where appropriate.  The following are suggested recommendations 
from the Tolling and Pricing subgroup: 

91 Express Lane Toll Revenue Generation 
(2013) 
Gross Revenues   = $39.3 million 
Operating Expenses = $17 million 

Net Revenue = $22.3 million 
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3.1    Policy on Tolling and Pricing Related to Congestion Management and Funding 
Transportation Infrastructure 
 
CalSTA or Caltrans should issue a high-level policy that provides general guidelines on the use of tolling 
on the State Highway System (SHS).  The policy should state that Caltrans will support the use of tolling 
on the SHS, where appropriate, to optimize system performance and provide an alternative source of 
transportation funding to maintain and improve infrastructure.  Caltrans or a regional transportation 
agency could have the authority to collect tolls.   
 
The policy would require that tolling be considered during the planning and development of capacity 
improvements on the SHS.  Tolling could be used on new SHS facilities, new capacity added to existing 
SHS facilities, and existing high-occupancy vehicle lanes.  Congestion pricing and all-electronic tolling 
would be required for priced managed lanes and would need to be considered for other toll facilities 
where feasible.  Incentives such as discounted tolls or toll-free passage could be granted to high-
occupancy vehicles, transit vehicles, and zero- and low-emission vehicles, as appropriate. 
 
The policy would require that whenever tolls are implemented on the SHS, Caltrans and regional 
transportation agencies would sign agreements that define overall roles, responsibilities and 
requirements related to maintenance, operations, data sharing, performance monitoring, and annual 
audits and reports.   Regional transportation agencies that sponsor projects would be required to 
reimburse Caltrans for costs incurred relative to the development, operation, and maintenance of the 
facility as part of these agreements.   
 
Toll revenues would be used first be used for direct expenses of the toll facility, including: 

 Debt service, if any. 

 Administration. 

 Operations and maintenance.   

 Capital improvements. 

 Reimbursement to the California Highway Patrol for enforcement services. 

 Appropriate reserves for the above items. 
 
Unless otherwise specified by project financing requirements, excess toll revenues, if any, would need to 
be used for projects that improve travel reliability, provide travel options, or improve the safety and 
operations of the transportation corridor in which the tolls were collected.   These improvements could 
include, but not be limited to: 

 Transit service 

 Active transportation projects. 

 Operational improvements. 

 Augmentation to existing maintenance and operation expenses on adjacent lanes. 

 Completion of regional managed lane networks. 

 An expenditure plan for the use of excess revenues would be developed collaboratively by project 
stakeholders on an annual basis.   The plan and each annual update would be made available for 
public review and comment for not less than 30 days prior to adoption by the governing board of the 
project operator.   For projects operated by the department, the plan shall be adopted by the 
commission. The plan would take into account the financial contributions and roles and 
responsibilities of all project stakeholders.   
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3.2    Policy on Managed Lanes 
 
Caltrans has been in the process of updating its existing policy on HOV lanes on the SHS to address 
managed lanes - HOV lanes and express lanes.   The policy has been vetted with regional stakeholders 
and should be finalized to reflect the comments received from stakeholders and the requirements of the 
statewide tolling policy.    
 
The policy would state that Caltrans supports the use of managed lanes on the SHS as a sustainable 
transportation system management solution.  Managed lanes will be used to promote carpooling and 
transit ridership, improve travel time reliability, reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and maximize the 
efficiency of the freeway system by increasing person and vehicle throughput while reducing congestion 
and delay.    Caltrans will partner with regional transportation agencies to develop plans for managed 
lanes on the SHS in each of the State’s large urban areas. 
 
The policy would identify the types of operational strategies used on managed lanes, including pricing.  
Caltrans or a regional transportation agency could have the authority to collect tolls on priced managed 
lanes.  Operational strategies (and any changes in those strategies) for managed lanes would be 
determined by Caltrans in cooperation with regional transportation agencies and the California Highway 
Patrol, and in consultation with other affected stakeholders.  Operational strategies would be 
determined based on factors such as safety and mobility considerations, regional consistency, traffic 
forecasts, life cycle costs, revenue potential, enforcement needs, environmental considerations, and 
community support. 
 
The use of toll revenues from managed lanes would be addressed under the statewide tolling policy.    
 

3.3    Legislation to Expand the Use of Tolling and Pricing in California 
 
There is currently very limited authority for Caltrans and regional transportation agencies to collect tolls 
on the SHS.  The CTIP Workgroup recommends this authority should be expanded through legislation.   
The proposed legislation should permanently reinstate the process established under Assembly Bill 1467 
in 2006, in which regional agencies could apply to the California Transportation Commission to operate 
express lanes.   The proposed legislation would expand this authority to Caltrans, eliminate the cap on 
the number of projects that could be approved, and would also include express toll lanes and toll roads 
as a qualifying project, in addition to express lanes.  Provisions of the legislation would be as follows: 

 Caltrans and regional transportation agencies could enter into agreements to develop and operate 
high-occupancy toll lanes, express toll lanes, toll roads, or a network comprised of two or more such 
facilities.  

 Caltrans could operate the facility and collect the tolls, or could authorize the regional transportation 
agency to operate the facility and collect the tolls. 

 The California Transportation Commission would be required to approve the agreements, and 
develop eligibility criteria. 

 Toll revenues would need to be used for direct expenses related to the development, maintenance, 
administration, and operation, including collection and enforcement, of the facilities or network, and 
reserves for these purposes.   
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 Unless required by any project financing agreements, any remaining revenue would be used for 
projects that improve travel reliability, provide travel options, or improve the safety and operations 
of the State highway corridor in which the tolls were collected.   An expenditure plan for the use of 
excess toll revenues, if any, shall be developed by the department and the regional transportation 
agency and updated annually.  The plan and each annual update would be made available for public 
review and comment for not less than 30 days prior to adoption by the governing board of the 
project operator.   For projects operated by the department, the plan shall be adopted by the 
commission. 

 Regional transportation agencies and Caltrans would have the ability to issue toll revenue bonds to 
finance projects.   

 A regional transportation agency would be defined as a regional transportation planning agency, a 
county transportation commission, any other local or regional transportation entity that is 
designated by statute as a regional transportation agency, or a joint exercise of powers authority. 

 
4    Definitions 
 
Below are definitions for several terms used throughout this white paper. 

 
Tolling:  Charging a price to motorists to use a transportation facility, such as a bridge, tunnel, or road.  
Revenues are typically used to pay for the costs of building, operating and maintaining the facility. 
 
Pricing:  Tolls that vary based on the level of vehicle demand on a highway facility.  Tolls may vary by time 
of day (static) or according to real-time conditions on the facility.  Also known as congestion pricing, 
value pricing, or variable pricing. 
 
Managed Lanes:  A set of exclusive or preferential use lanes on a freeway that are proactively managed 
in response to changing conditions using strategies such as access control, vehicle eligibility, pricing, or a 
combination thereof.   
 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane:  A type of managed lane that may be used by vehicles carrying a 
minimum number of occupants.  
 
High Occupancy/Toll (HOT) Lane:   An HOV lane that lower occupancy vehicles may access by paying a 
toll.   
 
Express Toll Lane:  A managed lane on which all users pay a toll; vehicles carrying a minimum number of 
occupants may pay a discounted toll to use the lane. 
 
Express Lanes:  A blanket term for HOT lanes or express toll lanes. 
 
Electronic Toll Collection (ETC):  A method of collecting tolls using a transponder (associated with a 
pre-paid account) mounted in a vehicle and overhead antennas that read the transponder.   An ETC 
system may utilize an automated license plate reader to assist in identifying vehicles not equipped with a 
transponder. 
 
All-Electronic Tolling:  The collection of tolls on toll facilities using only ETC.  Also known as cashless 
tolling. 
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Regional Transportation Agency:  A regional transportation planning agency, a county transportation 
commission, any other local or regional transportation entity that is designated by statute as a regional 
transportation agency, or a joint exercise of powers authority. 
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State Transportation Improvement 
Program – Performance Investment and 
Transparency 

This whitepaper provides background and recommendations from the California Transportation 

Investment Priorities (CTIP) Workgroup on the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  The 

California State Transportation Agency (CalSTA) established the CTIP workgroup in April 2013 to 

examine the current status of the state’s transportation system and discuss the challenges that lie 

ahead.  The workgroup includes a diverse group of transportation stakeholders.  An Interim 

Recommendation Report was issued in February 2014 and posted on the CalSTA website centered 

around the concepts of: preservation, innovation, integration, reform, and funding.  The CTIP workgroup 

continues to meet on specific topics in 2014 – including this review of the STIP. The intention of this 

effort is to ensure STIP alignment with the priorities identified in the February Report and with current 

state and federal laws, policies, and priorities.  

1 Introduction 

The STIP is the State’s multimodal funding program – it provides funding for highways, local roads, rail 

and transit, and bicycling and pedestrian improvements.  The STIP is the sole ongoing State program 

that provides funds for highway expansion, and historically, most STIP funds have been directed to 

highway projects.  Non-highway modes of transportation have existing or new ongoing State funding 

programs that focus on individual modes, such as the: Active Transportation Program for bike and walk 

projects; Cap-and–Trade-funded Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program and High-Speed Rail Program 

for intercity, commuter, and urban rail; State Transit Assistance Program and the Low Carbon Transit 

Operations Program for transit operators; and “Shared Revenue” apportionment of gasoline tax for local 

streets and roads.  Highway maintenance and highway preservation, likewise have separate funding 

programs, within the Caltrans Maintenance Program and the State Highway Operations and Protection 

Program (SHOPP).  

There are a number of other state and non state fund sources used for capital projects for 

transportation, as shown in the chart below. The chart represents programmed funds for the 2014-15 

fiscal year and does not include some potential program fund sources such as toll and developer fees 

where data is not readily available. The amount of funds for given programs vary slightly by year but the 

overall relative percentage of each program will likely not vary substantially by year.  The distinction 

between the State and Local projects below is a distinction between local versus state nominated 

projects. In some cases, such as a portion of Active Transportation Program funds, the locals nominate 

projects and the state chooses the projects through a competitive grant process.  The funds sources 

listed in the chart below can be used for multiple types of investments as outlined in the table below. 
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STIP, 4.4% of 
total.  ITIP , 

1.1%, primarily 

for freight.
STIP 

(RTIP)
3.3%

STIP (ITIP)
1.1%

Highway 
Maintenance 

(SHOPP)
15.3%

Cap and Trade

Rail & Transit
0.2%

Local Measure 

Funds
23.2%

Motor Vehicle Fuel 
Tax to Locals

17.3%

Local Transportation 

Fund (State TDA)
8.6%

Federal CMAQ, 

RSTP, Loc Br., etc.
8.5%

P1B Transit
5.3%

FTA 5307 & 

5340
5.1%

TCRP 0.6%

High Speed Rail
8.8%

For deliberative 
purposes only.
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Transportation Fund Source Uses 

Fund Program 
Mass Transportation 

Infrastructure 

Automobile 

Infrastructure 

Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Infrastructure 

STIP (RTIP and ITIP) X X X 

Federal Transit X   

Federal CMAQ, 

RSTP, Local bridge, 

Etc. 

X X X 

Prop 1B Transit and 

IC Rail 
X   

Local Transportation 

Fund 
X   

Local Motor Vehicle 

Fuel Tax 
X X X 

Local Measure X X X 

SHOPP  X X 

Active Transportation 

Program 
  X 

 

STIP funds are often combined with local revenues to fund projects and in many counties, the local 

sales-tax measure funds exceed the STIP funds used for new infrastructure projects.  The annual funding 

for STIP is about $675 million, and local measure fund revenue sums to approximately $4 billion per 

year.  Local sales-tax measures typically support multi-modal investment and include transit, and active 

transportation projects, in addition to highway projects. 

A recent review of Caltrans by the State Smart Transportation Initiative (SSTI) and some critics of the 

2014 STIP have raised questions about the appropriateness of the STIP structure and projects, relative to 

statewide policy objectives for sustainability and the statutory priority for preservation of existing 

transportation infrastructure.   

The SSTI review opines that the STIP, combined with local sales-tax measure funding, has resulted in a 

disproportionately high investment in new highway capacity: 

Despite decades-long calls for a pivot toward system preservation, nearly all STIP funding, 

whether administered by state or local governments, goes to highway-capacity projects, 

even though state law allows for STIP-funded preservation projects as well. Coupled with 

self-help county funding and other sources, such as recent bonding, the STIP helps to 

generate substantial new highway capacity. 

Some critics of the 2014 STIP pointed to the number of highway capacity expansion projects included in 

the Regional Transportation Improvement Programs and the Interregional Transportation Improvement 

Program and suggested the proportion directed to highways was too large, and that new highway 
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capacity would increase vehicle miles-traveled on the corridors negatively impacting greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

While the STIP is a small fraction of all federal, state, and local transportation spending in California – 

less than 5 percent– it is the responsibility of the State and its partners to ensure these public dollars are 

well-spent and consistent with state policy.  Further, the CTIP February interim report identified 

preservation, innovation, integration, reform, and funding as top priorities for infrastructure investment. 

This whitepaper provides STIP background, provides related information, and makes recommendations 

for better alignment.     

2 Background on the STIP 

The basic structure of today’s STIP goes back to Senate Bill 45 of 1997.  The STIP is a five-year program 

of projects that is updated every two years.  The most recent STIP – the 2014 STIP – was adopted by the 

California Transportation Commission in March 2014.  State statute directs: 75 percent of STIP dollars to 

the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), which is subdivided by formula into county 

shares, with projects to be nominated by each regional agency; and 25 percent to the Interregional 

Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), which are projects nominated by Caltrans. The purpose of 

the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) is to fund projects that improve 

interregional mobility for people and goods across the State of California on highway and rail corridors 

of strategic importance.   State law further requires that a minimum of 60 percent of the ITIP be directed 

to highway projects that are outside the boundaries of an urbanized area with a population of more 

than 50,000 and intercity rail projects, with a minimum of 15 percent of that 60 percent directed to the 

intercity rail projects.   

 

The chart to the left illustrates how the statutory distribution of 

funding between the interregional and regional programs functions.  

Within the regional program, funding is further split between the 

north and south county groups, 40 percent and 60 percent 

respectively.  Lastly funding is then distributed with each county 

group to each county on a formula basis that weighs population and 

centerline mileage. 

 

The chart to the right illustrates 

the regional funding split between the largely urbanized areas and 

non-urbanized areas of the state. 

The process of adopting the STIP is a multi-step effort.  Caltrans 

updates the Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan and each 

region updates its regional transportation plan.  The regional 

ITIP, 25%

Urban, 70%

Rural, 5%

ITIP

RTIP South 
Counties (60%)

RTIP North 
Counties (40%)
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transportation plans also include the sustainable community strategies for the 18 metropolitan planning 

organizations.  The CTC adopts STIP guidelines that describe the policy, standards, criteria and 

procedures for the development, adoption and management of the STIP.  The CTC guidelines are 

updated as needed during each STIP adoption cycle.  Not later than August 15 of each odd-numbered 

year, the CTC adopts an estimate of available revenues for the STIP.  Nominations from regions and 

Caltrans are due by December 15 of each odd-numbered year.  The CTC must adopt the STIP by April 1 

of each even-numbered year.   

CTC guidelines for the 2014 STIP included performance measures of safety, operational efficiency, travel 

time and reliability, greenhouse gas benefits, rail ridership, and vehicle miles traveled.  Additionally, 

each region with an adopted sustainable communities strategy was required for the first time to include 

a discussion of how the program of projects relates to that strategy. Historically the submitted 

performance measures have not been aggregated across the entire Program nor reported by the 

Commission. 

Eligible uses of the STIP are dependent on fund source.  Most STIP funds today are from the State 

Highway Account (SHA), which is restricted in expenditure by Article XIX of the State Constitution.  The 

Constitution permits the use of SHA revenue for State highways, local roads, active transportation 

facilities, environmental mitigation, and exclusive public mass transit guideways.   SHA funds in the STIP 

can be used for highway or road expansion and preservation, but not for highway or road maintenance.  

Additionally, the SHA in the STIP can be used for rail track and grade separations, but not for purchasing 

rail cars or buses.    Some types of federal funds in the STIP are more flexible and can be used for 

expenditures such as bus or rail car purchase.  The availability of Public Transportation Account (PTA) 

funding in the STIP has diminished in recent years due to tax law changes and the fact that more of the 

existing funds are being allocated directly to transit operators by formula rather than through the STIP.  

While the PTA was a bigger share of the STIP in past years, and directed to transit investments, some 

transit investments can still be made from SHA. 

The funding level in the STIP is set by a combination of state law and the annual budget process.  

Currently, STIP funding is set at the level set by statute as a minimum – receiving 44 percent of the 

“priced-based excise tax” on gasoline, which is expected to generate about $675 million annually.    The 

budget process can increase or decrease this funding level.  Street and Highway Code Section 167 

defines preservation and rehabilitation as a higher priority than new capacity, and that is generally 

reflected in the state budget, with the SHOPP program expected to receive about $2.3 billion annually, 

and the Maintenance Division at Caltrans funded at about $1.4 billion annually.  Between the 2012 STIP 

and the 2014 STIP, the STIP funding was largely unchanged, however, the SHOPP programming capacity 

grew $1.1 billion over the four year period  . 

3 Typical Uses of STIP Dollars 

The 2014 STIP added two new years of programming, 2017-18 and 2018-19, and also reflected the 

elimination of the federal Transportation Enhancement (TE) program, which had been previously 

programmed in the STIP.  With the elimination of the TE and the establishment of the new federal 
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Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), California decided to use TAP funds and State funds to 

create the Active Transportation Program as a separate program for funding bicycling and pedestrian 

projects.  The net new programming capacity for the STIP five-year program was $1.3 billion mostly in 

the two final years.  The regions and Caltrans nominated new projects that were split 83 percent for 

road and highway, and 17 percent for rail and transit.    As is typical, the requests for new programming 

in the early years of the STIP exceeded capacity and the CTC needed to determine which projects to 

program early and which to program late.  Generally, the CTC favored rail, transit, bike and pedestrian 

projects in the earlier STIP years and highway and road projects were programmed in later years. 

4 Impact of AB 32, SB 375, SB 391, and SB 743 on Project Selection  

Through the passage of AB 32 (Nunez, 2006), SB 375 (Steinberg, 2008), and SB 391 (Liu, 2009), the State 

is leading the nation in aggressively reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  These bills do not require any 

specific changes to the STIP, or to broader transportation funding, but in order to achieve the 

greenhouse gas reduction goals of that legislation, a greater focus on multi-modal investments and infill 

development is required.  Assembly Bill 32 requires that the state reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 

1990 levels by 2020 and maintain those reductions – the bill also authorizes the establishment of a 

market-based “Cap-and-Trade” auction program to reduce emissions.  The Governor has set an 

additional greenhouse gas target by Executive Order (S-3-05) of a further 80 percent reduction by 2050.  

Senate Bill 375 requires the California Air Resources Board to set greenhouse-gas reduction targets for 

the state’s Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) and that the MPOs include Sustainable 

Community Strategies in their Regional Transportation Plans.  Senate Bill 391 requires that the California 

Transportation Plan incorporate the regional Sustainable Community Strategies and identify the 

statewide integrated multimodal transportation system needed to achieve maximum feasible emissions 

reductions.  The California Transportation Plan 2040, which is due in final form by December 2015, is the 

first statewide plan developed under the requirements of SB 391.      

Most MPOs have released their first Sustainable Community Strategies, and these have generally been 

favorably received in terms of support for multimodalism and infill development.  These plans include 

specific projects and all funding sources available to the regions – federal, state and local funds.  As one 

illustration of the new plans, Plan Bay Area directs 87 percent of all funds to maintaining existing 

infrastructure, and 62 percent of all funds to transit investments.  Where Plan Bay Area directs funds to 

highway capacity, it is focused primarily on completion of a high-occupancy toll network and traffic 

management systems.  In comformance with these plans and in response to voter demographic shifts in 

mobiliity demand, new regional sales tax measures are shifting their emphasis toward multimodal 

investments and fix-it-first preservation.  Recent sales tax measures proposed by Alameda and Los 

Angeles do reflect this shift with significantly reduced highway capacity investments compared to past 

measures.  For example, the Alameda measure on the November 2014 ballot would direct 9 percent to 

highways, 8 percent to bicycle and pedestrian projects, 30 percent to local street and road repair, and 

most of the remainder to transit. 
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Legislation adopted with the 2014 State Budget, Senate Bill 862, established an expenditure program for 

Cap-and-Trade auction proceeds.  A large portion of the 2014-15 spending plan – over $600 million – is 

directed to Transportation and Sustainable Communities.  In 2015-16 and thereafter, a minimum of 60 

percent of annual auction proceeds are directed to these purposes, meaning that projects that reduce 

transportation emissions – through both cleaner vehicles and through mode shift away from auto trips 

to transit and active transportation – will enjoy new funding at a level equal to or possibly exceeding the 

baseline STIP program. 

Caltrans is developing the first “SB 391” California Transportation Plan (The CTP2040) through an open 

public process.  Through that process, a vision, goals and policies have been established with the active 

participation of a broad stakeholdership in the policy advisory committee that guides the effort.  The 

vision of the plan is as follows: 

California’s transportation system is safe, sustainable, and globally competitive.  It provides 

reliable and efficient mobility and accessiblity for people, goods, and services while meeting our 

greenhouse gas emission reduction goals and preserving community character.  This integrated, 

connected, and resilient multimodal system supports a prosperous economy, human and 

environmental health, and social equity.   

The CTP 2040 is intended to guide the project selection for projects in the Interregional Transportation 

Investment Plan and  in the regional transportation plans. 

Governor Brown signed Senate Bill SB 743 (Steinberg, 2013), which created a process to change the way 
that transportation impacts are analyzed under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 
Specifically, SB 743 requires amending the CEQA Guidelines to provide an alternative to Level of Service 
(LOS) for evaluating transportation impacts. Particularly within areas served by transit, those alternative 
criteria must “promote the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal 
transportation networks, and a diversity of land uses.” This new analysis will likely reprioritize new 
solutions to mobility challenges as part of the environmental review process required for transportation 
projects. 

5 Role for Highway Capacity Expansion  

As indicated above, recent state law and funding programs have emphasized multi-modal investments , 

fix-it-first preservation, and operational improvements over adding lanes to address increasing 

transportation demand needs.  These policies and programs have reduced the overall proportion of 

funding available for highway capacity, but not eliminated it. It is important to recognize that some 

highway expansion projects are good policy – for example capacity projects on key corridors for goods 

movement, HOT and HOV lanes, and safety projects may warrant inclusion in spending plans.   

Highway expansion that adds new mixed-flow lanes to major urban commute corridors creates a risk of 

inducing more vehicle miles traveled and sprawl – perhaps improving mobility in the short term, but at a 

cost  to greenhouse reduction goals.  The SB 375 approach does allow regions to manage to a 

greenhouse reduction target and balance multiple objects – so priority highway expansion can be 
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consistent with SB 375 in urban areas if balanced with transit, active transportation and infill 

development sufficient to achieve greenhouse gas reduction targets.  In rural areas, there are few or 

limited multimodal options and that is recognized as an important consideration in the rural 

transportation investment choices.  Thediversity of California’s regions should be considered as part of 

acknowledging equity for all users.  It should also be noted that with the Caltrans complete streets 

policy, most road projects include elements that benefit all system users.  

Recent state and regional plans have increased the focus on trade corridors and various congestion 

management practices to prioritize highway investments that best grow the economy and reduce 

highway congestion in major corridors through pricing and traffic management systems.  For example, a 

major focus of highway expansion in the Southern California Association of Government is moving 

freight from the ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach efficiently through the region.  The Bay Area has a 

focus on completing a network of high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes to improve travel-time reliability and 

more effectively manage congestion.  Caltrans has in the past year increased its emphasis on 

maintaining and improving traffic management systems and is developing a pricing policy to implement 

additional HOT lanes where appropriate.  Additionally, the state is seeking strategies to move more 

freight on rail and marine transport to help relieve pressure on highways.  

6 CTIP workgroup STIP Alignment Recommendations  

After much discussion with stakeholders in the Workgroup, the group is recommending the following to 

assure the STIP investments are aligned with state policy, perform well and are developed in a 

transparent manner. These recommendations are intended to inform the 2016 STIP process, and the 

Transportation Agency should stay engaged with stakeholders through the upcoming STIP cycle, with 

additional deliberations on further steps to take after the adoption of the 2016 STIP. 

6.1 Focus on the Regional Transportation Plans and the Interregional 

Transportation Strategic Plan to direct project selection.   

One of the recommendations of the State Smart Transportation Initiative (SSTI) review of 

Caltrans was that the State pursue legislation to allow the California Transportation Commission 

to reject individual projects in the STIP, if they are not aligned with state policy goals.  The 

Workgroup recommends against this change in statute at this time, and instead recommends 

that the focus for state policy alignment should be on Regional Transportation Plans and the 

Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan.  Focusing on plans addresses project selection at the 

earlier planning stage rather than in isolation when the project may already have pre-

construction expenditures.  Both the Regional and Interregional plans are developed in a 

transparent public process so that priorities are discussed and understood by all interested 

stakeholders.   

12.c



CTIP Whitepaper – DRAFT for discussion purposes only 

10 
 

6.2 Strong performance measures and reporting are needed for the STIP, because 

the public should know their tax dollars are well-spent.   

STIP performance measures should be based on state goals and priorities and provide 

transparency on program effectiveness.  The California Transportation Commission will adopt 

performance measures as part of STIP guideline process.  The CTIP Workgroup recommends the 

measures be: 

 Focused and well-defined;  

 Consistent with CTP 2040; 

 Consistent with MAP-21 and SB 375 / SB 391; 

 Developed with commonly-used data when possible; 

 Communicated to the public and easily understood;  

 Cognizant of the diversity of California’s regions as reflected in the regional plans; and 

 Allow for qualitative and quantitative measures. 

The reported performance measures should apply to individual projects and relate back to the 

applicable overarching plan benefit, subject to any thresholds set by the CTC guidelines.  

Associated with this recommendation, the Regional Transportation Planning Agencies are 

developing a template for the submittal of the regional and interregional improvement 

programs.   The intention of the template is as a communication tool concerning the STIP 

investments.  The template is expected to include:  

 How the STIP project funding fits into the meet the vision of both the Regional, 

Interregional,  and California Transportation Plans and the Sustainable Community 

Strategies including a link to the pertinent plan; 

 Regional and statewide project benefits for the projects and program;  

 Reporting on benefits of previous STIP funded projects that are complete; and a 

 A write-up of overall qualitative and quantitative performance measures as applicable;  

 

For further transparency, it is recommended that the STIP funded regional programs and the 

STIP funded ITIP are made available electronically on the CTC website.   

6.3 This effort is encouraged by the CTIP Workgroup to provide further input to the 

CTC as guidelines are developed.  Pursue multi-modal investments in the STIP, 

while recognizing the STIP as the only State program for regional and 

interregional highway capacity improvements.   

The STIP is defined as a multi-modal transportation program in current state statute.  Given 

SB 375 and SB 391 direction, it is likely overall federal, state, and local transportation dollars will 

be spent in higher proportions on preservation, rail, transit, and active transportation, with a 

12.c



CTIP Whitepaper – DRAFT for discussion purposes only 

11 
 

decreased portion spent on highway expansion – both the 2014-15 State Budget and recent 

Regional Transportation Plans reflect this shift.  The STIP will likely experience a similar shift, but 

will also continue to direct a portion to highway capacity focused on major trade corridors, 

safety, and traffic management systems improvements.  As Sustainable Community Strategies 

and the California Transportation Plan 2040 define regional and statewide priorities and focus, 

the STIP should support, and be fully consistent with, those comprehensive plans and policy 

directions.  The performance reporting above should help evaluate attainment of this goal. 

6.4 While not having any preservation mandates, the STIP should be clearly eligible 

for fix-it-first preservation and operational improvements of existing multi-

modal infrastructure.   

The CTIP Workgroup notes that the SHOPP is the primary state funding program for highway 

preservation and operations improvements, but also points out the operations investments 

have decreased over time.  Over the last year, Caltrans increased its focus on operations 

improvements in the SHOPP, such as traffic management systems rehabilitation and upgrades.  

The Workgroup recommends against any regional or interregional STIP preservation and 

operations mandates, but agrees preservation and operations uses are allowable and 

appropriate in some circumstances.  With the limited SHOPP funding, in some areas of the state, 

preservation of existing multi-modal infrastructure and operations improvements may be the 

most cost-effective expenditure of STIP dollars, and where that is the case, such expenditures 

should be encouraged.  Additionally, where regional share dollars are directed to such purposes, 

partnership funding in the SHOPP should be considered.  Longer term, it is acknowledged that if 

additional pay-as-you go revenue is not identified for preservation of highways, that the STIP 

may need to be reduced and the SHOPP augmented. 

6.5 Improve the transparency of the Interregional Transportation Improvement 

Program, starting with the 2016 plan, to demonstrate its alignment with state 

policies and expand the public participation process.   

Ensure the updated Interregional Transportation Strategic Plan (ITSP) and related STIP 

investments align with the California Transportation Plan 2040 vision and goals, which reflect 

the state’s priorities.   Already Caltrans has designated the CTP 2040 Policy Advisory Committee 

to serve as the ITSP Advisory Committee. Further public participation should be accomplished by 

holding public workshops and seeking input through various advisory groups and committee 

such as  California Freight Advisory Group, Active Transportation and Livable Communities 

group, RTPA meetings, Cal COG, Rural County Task Force meetings, Native American Advisory 

Committee meetings  and the CTC meeting process.  The ITSP should include the entire 

interregional system including high-speed rail, intercity rail along with active transportation. 

Recognize that ITIP projects that leverage regional funds also go through an extensive regional 

public involvement process. 
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SUBJECT:  North Central County Bus Improvement Plan  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

The North Central County Bus Improvement Plan (NCCBIP) is an analysis of whether 

opportunities exist to improve transit service and transit connectivity in the cities of Mountain 

View, Sunnyvale, Santa Clara and Cupertino. The Plan identifies service change 

recommendations and sets conditions or triggers for when such improvements could be 

implemented as part of VTA’s annual service planning process. 

This study grew out of the El Camino Real Bus Rapid Transit Project as an analysis of how to 

improve transit connectivity with the future BRT service.  With city input, the analysis expanded 

to also evaluate whether transit service changes are needed to address changes in travel demand 

brought about by new development and whether transit can address a growing north/south traffic 

congestion problem in these cities. 

The NCCBIP identifies eleven potential changes to transit service.  Some changes, such as route 

adjustments, may be implemented in the 2015, pending funding and vehicle availability.  Others 

are attached to triggers-such as the arrival of El Camino Real BRT and BART service to 

Berryessa in 2018.  Lastly, some recommendations have no timeline, but represent long term 

goals of serving new areas or pursuing new or improved transit centers. 

Community input has been a part of the development of the NCCBIP.  The project has been 

featured at VTA's regularly scheduled community open houses throughout 2014 as well as a very 

well attended community workshop focused solely on the NCCBIP in the fall of 2014.  At that 

workshop, 75 members of the community, city staff and elected officials participated in a two-

hour discussion about how transit could be improved in the study area. 
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DISCUSSION: 

The eleven recommendations are summarized below.  These will be considered as part of future 

service changes enacted through VTA’s scheduled service change process. 

Potential near-term (as soon as 2015) improvements, pending funding and vehicle availability: 

 Combine/extend routes 40 and 52.  The two routes originate at Foothill College and 

split at Foothill Expressway, collectively forming a wishbone shape with Downtown 

Mountain View located in the gap.  This change would add service to Downtown 

Mountain View and better connect Caltrain, El Camino Real and the Shoreline Blvd. 

employment area. 

 Re-route route 32 from Central Expressway to Maude Ave.  This change brings new 

transit service to the Peery Park employment area in Sunnyvale. 

 Combine routes 51 and 81.  Connecting these routes allows VTA to provide a new, one-

seat ride option between Downtown San Jose and Moffett Field as well as offer more 

regular service on route 51.  Route 51 currently experience irregular headways due to a 

combination of regular service and specially-timed for school trips. 

 Add new limited stop service to Mathilda/De Anza Corridor (354 Concept).  This 

service would connect the Lockheed Martin Transit Center and adjacent Moffett Park 

employment area with De Anza College and would complement the local route 54.  As a 

limited stop service, this route may appeal to more time-sensitive riders who currently 

commute by auto through this corridor. 

 Increase frequency of service on express bus route 328.  This route currently offers 

two northbound trips at 7:00 and 9:00AM and two southbound trips at 5:00 and 7:00PM.  

The infrequency of service, limited trip time options and inconvenience of missing the 

bus makes it difficult to attract new riders.  This change would hopefully make route 328 

a more appealing option. 

 Consider partnering with Moffett Park Traffic Management Association on last-

mile shuttle.  The Lockheed Martin Transit Center is well served by light rail and buses, 

but lack of a last-mile connection into the expansive employment area may discourage 

traveling to the area by transit.  A jointly-funded shuttle may increase the percentage of 

employees who arrive by transit. 

 Add 55X service.  Route 55 connects many Fremont High School students with their 

homes in North Sunnyvale via a circuitous route that serves Downtown Sunnyvale.  The 

55X would be a complementary service to route 55 that omits the Downtown Sunnyvale 

portion of the route and makes a more direct connection to North Sunnyvale. 

Potential longer-term (2018 or later) improvements, pending funding, vehicle availability, travel 

demand increase due to new development and/or start of BART or El Camino Real BRT service: 
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 Add new route connecting Downtown Sunnyvale with Berryessa BART station via 

Scott.  In addition to connecting Caltrain and BART, this change would provide regular 

service to the redeveloping Scott Blvd./Arques Ave. employment area. 

 Consider adding transit service in Lafayette Street corridor.  The redevelopment and 

roadway connectivity improvements planned around Levi’s Stadium may generate 

sufficient demand for new transit service along Lafayette Street.  Future service along 

this corridor could also provide a second transit connection to Alviso residents. 

 Consider establishing an official transit center in the Levi’s Stadium area.  The travel 

demand created by the City Place proposal will require a significant investment in transit 

service.  Establishing a transit center in this area would allow VTA to serve this new need 

as well as relocate the unofficial transit hub that exists in Tasman Drive/Old Ironsides 

Drive to a more functional location, offer better service to Levi’s Stadium and make a 

connection with the ACE and Capitol Corridor trains. 

 Establish an official transit center at De Anza College.  In addition to offering more 

direct service to the campus, this would save VTA operating costs as buses would no 

longer need to spend 10 minutes circling the campus in order to turn around. 

Challenges of Transit Service 

The calls for increased transit service--particularly on north/south corridors like Mathilda Ave.--

are usually linked to the issue of traffic congestion.  The expectation is that increasing the 

frequency or speed of transit service in congested corridors can encourage those who currently 

drive to switch to transit and, thus, reduce the number of vehicles on the road.  While modeling 

analysis suggests that adding a new transit service along the Mathilda Ave./De Anza Blvd. 

corridor will attract new riders, the ridership gains are projected to be modest and the cost-per-

rider of the new service may fail to meet the ridership thresholds established by VTA’s Transit 

Sustainability Policy (2007) for new service. 

The limited ability of transit to appeal to a heavily auto-trafficked corridor is likely due to two 

factors: travel speeds and first/last-mile connectivity.  A transit route that must make stops along 

a heavily congested corridor will have difficulty competing with the travel speeds of the vehicles 

around it.  Also, while private autos provide door-to-door service for their occupants, transit 

riders face the burden of getting to and from transit stops.  Due to the enclosed design and 

curvilinear layout of streets in the residential neighborhoods along the Mathilda Ave./De Anza 

Blvd. corridor, many potential transit riders face a long and/or indirect walking route to the 

nearest transit stop.  As such, the number of potential riders within a reasonable walk of stops 

along this route is relatively low.  The most productive transit routes in Santa Clara County 

generally serve areas with high densities and good pedestrian connectivity. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION 

The Committee for Transit Accessibility received this information item at the January 14th 

meeting and provided the following comments: 
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1) Expand the hours of operation for bus transit on weekdays and weekends.  Route 51 was 

specifically mentioned for expanded service hours. 

 

2) Conduct an analysis of transit service to hospitals. 

 

The Citizens Advisory Committee received this information item on January 14th and provided 

no comments. 

 

The Technical Advisory Committee received this information item on January 15th and provided 

no comments. 

 

The Policy Advisory Committee deferred this information item on January 15th. 

 
STANDING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION 

 

The Congestion Managemement Program & Planning Committee received this information item 

at the January 22 meeting and provided the following comment: 

 

1) Land use approvals and transit need to be coordinated such that they support each other. 

 

The Transit Planning and Operations Committee received this information item at the January 22 

meeting and provided the following comments: 

 

1) Is VTA competing with the new transit services funded by Google in Mountain View?  Staff 

responded that VTA is not in competition with Mountain View. 

 

2) How is the timing of the service changes determined?  Staff responded that some of the 

changes require additional funding, some require additional vehicles and some are contingent 

upon growing transit demand from new development. 

 

Prepared By: Adam Burger 

Memo No. 4810 
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BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  Land Use and Transportation Integration (LUTI) Partnerships  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

 

This item is a follow-up from a Discussion item at the August 28, 2014 VTA Board of Directors 

meeting. In response to an earlier request from the Congestion Management Program & Planning 

Committee (CMPP), VTA developed a summary of VTA’s roles in land use and transportation 

integration, and areas where the process could be improved. After discussing these ideas, the 

Committee requested VTA to further develop and outline a concrete approach for how VTA and 

local agencies can work together to improve the process.  This report builds on the previous 

discussion item to initiate the Land Use and Transportation Integration (LUTI) Partnerships 

Program and identify specific implementation actions for VTA and local agencies. 

 

This item also ties into the SPUR report on VTA, Freedom to Move, which was received by the 

Board of Directors on October 2, 2014. The LUTI Partnerships program addresses several of 

SPUR’s recommendations, including #4, “Shape Communities Around Transit,” #5, “Set clear 

sustainable transportation goals and align resources to meet them,” and #6, “Increase public 

engagement and innovation.” 

 

DISCUSSION: 

 

As the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) and transit authority for Santa Clara County, 

VTA has always had a role in integrating land use and transportation planning. State legislation 

requires CMAs to establish “A program to analyze the impacts of land use decisions made by 

local jurisdictions on the regional transportation system.” (Government Code 65089 (b) (4)).  In 

addition, transit agencies typically work with local jurisdictions to review and provide comments 

on development proposals near transit routes and facilities.  However, VTA does not have land 

use decision-making authority, and it is therefore essential for VTA and Member Agencies to 

work hand-in-hand to achieve an integrated and thriving land use and transportation system. 
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The core goal of VTA’s land use activities is to strengthen the connection between land use 

decisions and transportation investments in order to increase walking, biking and transit 

ridership, manage congestion and improve the livability and economic vitality of Silicon Valley. 

With this in mind, VTA has developed several programs and initiatives to coordinate local land 

use decision-making with countywide transportation planning. These existing efforts are 

included for review in Attachment A. 

 

The purpose of the LUTI Partnerships Program is to build on existing VTA initiatives to improve 

land use decision-making. A key objective is to create opportunities for VTA and Member 

Agencies to work together earlier in the process of planning and development to produce more 

effective and beneficial outcomes. VTA’s transportation investments greatly influence many 

aspects of city livability and sustainability, and the local land use decisions influence the 

effectiveness of the various types of travel (e.g., car, walk, bike, and transit). Both efforts attain 

greater value working together through each phase of development to the benefit of the traveling 

public.   

 

VTA staff offers three broad categories of outreach and assistance to Member Agencies: 

o Knowledge-building: trainings, new blog series, policy discussions; 

o Research: reporting on trends and our development tracking; 

o Technical assistance: providing project-based best practice on land use, urban design, and 

transportation issues. 

 

VTA has identified 16 initial implementation actions for the LUTI Partnerships Program, 

organized into three tiers: Tier 1 actions which can be implemented immediately by VTA in the 

near-term; Tier 2 actions for which VTA is ready to provide assistance to Member Agencies or 

other parties; and Tier 3 actions which can be implemented by VTA in the medium to long-term 

and would require Member Agency support. These actions are described in Attachment B. 

 

The following implementation timeline has been developed for the LUTI Partnerships Program: 

 

o Early 2015 - Program Initiation 

Present LUTI Partnerships to Committees (Jan. 2015)  

Begin blog posts on land use and development 

Present Annual Development Review Program Report to Committees (Feb. 2015)  

Create web homes for VTA land use/transportation-related programs 

Initiate other Tier 1 Actions 

Make VTA staff available to assist Member Agencies (Tier 2 Actions) 

Begin implementation of Tier 3 Actions, based on available staff resources 

 

o Early 2016 - Check-in Point - Return to Committees 

Assess effectiveness of program 

Decide which actions to continue to pursue 

Highlight successes and missed opportunities 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION: 

 

This item was on the regular agenda at the January 2015 meeting of the Technical Advisory 

Committee (TAC). A Member of the Committee requested clarification on the recommendation 

in Attachment B for VTA staff to monitor Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 

programs. Staff responded that this ties back to the updated Transportation Impact Analysis 

(TIA) Guidelines which were adopted by the Board in October 2014 and provide improved 

guidance for projects that take a "target-based" approach to auto trip reductions. VTA will begin 

to collect data on projects that use this trip reduction approach and would welcome any other 

data on existing TDM programs that Cities choose to provide to help develop a data 

clearinghouse on TDM measures and programs. 

 

STANDING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION: 
  

The Congestion Management Program & Policy Committee (CMPP) considered this item on 

January 22, 2015 and made the following comments: 

 

 It is helpful for decision-makers to have examples of best practices of land use and 

transportation integration when approving major development projects.  

 VTA are subject matter experts on issues of concern to local agencies, and could act as a 

consultant and reach out to other audiences such as the development community.  

 VTA should craft policies for local agencies to adopt, and highlight examples of 

successful collaboration between cities and transportation agencies in other parts of the 

country. 

 Staff provided a brief update on VTA’s Community Design and Transportation Program 

and noted that it could be a tool to help local agencies update their policies, and a 

Member of the Committee requested that VTA start this process of collaboration as soon 

as possible in the City of Milpitas. 

 

Prepared By: Robert Cunningham 

Memo No. 4804 
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VTA Involvement in Land Use & Development – Existing Programs and Initiatives 

Direct Influence 
 
Valley Transportation Plan (VTP) – County-wide 
planning and policy framework for developing and 
delivering future transportation projects 
 
Transit Service Plan – Evaluates existing service 
and recommends improvements 
 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Auto 
LOS Standard – Used as a threshold of significance 
for CMP and CEQA analysis of CMP intersections 
and freeways 
 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines – 
Provides framework of required and 
recommended transportation analysis 
 
Joint Development – Develop transit-supportive 
land use, subject to market demand and City 
regulations.  
 

Indirect Influence 
 
VTA Land Use/Transportation Integration Efforts 
– Includes proactive efforts to work with Member 
Agencies to establish transit-supportive land use 
policies, input on General/Specific Plans, etc. 
 
Community Design and Transportation (CDT) 
Program – Identifies best practices for 
transportation and development design 
 
Proactive CMP/Development Review – Process 
through which VTA reviews and comments on 
projects throughout the County 
 
VTA Monitoring Activities – Includes regular 
assessments of land use, congestion, and transit 
ridership in the County. 
 
Planned Development Area (PDA) Planning 
Grants and other grant opportunities 

1 
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EARLY PLANNING 
STAGE 

 
-Land use, project 
size, location under  
consideration  
 

-Transportation, 
economic, 
environmental policy 
and community 
issues under 
consideration 

APPLICATION 
FILED 

 
-Land use,  
project size,  
location proposed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CITY STAFF 
REVIEW 

 
-Transportation,  
economic,  
environmental policy 
and community 
issues under 
review 

 
 
 
 

PUBLIC & 
AGENCY 
REVIEW 

 
-Transportation,  
economic,  
environmental policy 
and community 
issues under 
review 
 

-Public comment 
 
 
 

PLANNING 
COMMISSION-

COUNCIL PUBLIC  
HEARINGS/VOTE 

 
-Public comment 
 

-Mitigation measures, 
conditions determined 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

POST-APPROVAL 
/PROJECT BUILT 

 
-Trip generation (auto, 
bike, ped, transit)  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Land Use & Development Process and VTA Involvement 
LA
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PS

 

-VTP 
-TRANSIT SERVICE 

PLANNING 

-CMP AUTO LOS 
STANDARDS 

-TIA 
GUIDELINES 

VT
A 
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EM

EN
T 

OUTREACH / 
DISCUSSIONS 

 STEP 1  STEP 6  STEP 2  STEP 3  STEP 4  STEP 5 

CDT PROGRAM 

OUTREACH /  
DISCUSSIONS 

CDT PROGRAM 

DEVELOPMENT 
REVIEW 

LAND USE  
MONITORING 

LAND USE /  
TRANSPORTATION  

MONITORING 

DIRECT 

INDIRECT 

LEGEND 

PROCESS 

OT
HE

R 
AG

EN
CI

ES
 

-CITY GPs/CIPs, 
COUNTY,  

EXPRESSWAYS, 
CALTRANS 

OUTREACH / 
DISCUSSIONS 

OUTREACH / 
DISCUSSIONS 
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Land Use & Transportation Integration (LUTI) Partnerships
Proposed Implementation Actions

Tier 1 Actions: VTA-Initiated, Near-Term
# Proposed Actions Development/Planning Stage Implementation

1 Prepare Annual Development Review Program Report to highlight trends All Stages Early 2015

2 Start series of blog posts related to land use and development All Stages Early 2015

3

Create Land Use/Transportation home on VTA's website, including:
- Community Design & Transportation (CDT) Program
- Development Review Program
- Senate Bill (SB) 743 CEQA Reform Implementation
- Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Programs & Data
- Land Use Data & Trends

All Stages, focusing on:
Early Planning,
Public & Agency Review,
Post-Approval/Project Built

Early 2015

4
Get involved proactively in general/area planning efforts of key importance (e.g. San 
Jose Urban Village Plans)

Early Planning Early 2015

5
Organize NACTO Complete Streets trainings;
VTA/Member Agencies initiate Complete Streets Demonstration Corridors

Project Design Early 2015

6 Award PDA Planning Grants to incentivize planning for focused growth Early Planning, Project Design Ongoing

7 Continue to share information and act as a technical resource on SB 743 Public & Agency Review Ongoing

14.b



Land Use & Transportation Integration (LUTI) Partnerships
Proposed Implementation Actions

Tier 2 Actions: VTA Ready to Provide Assistance
# Proposed Actions Development/Planning Stage Implementation

8 VTA encourages invitations from cities to get involved in general/area plans Early Planning TBD

9 VTA encourages early consultation from cities for major development projects Early Planning, City Staff Review TBD

10 VTA encourages consultation from cities regarding Conditions of Approval Commission/Council Hearings TBD

11
VTA encourages additional data from cities - e.g., data not required under 
Transportation Impact Analysis (TIA) Guidelines

Post-Approval/Project Built TBD

12 VTA encourages partnership opportunities for land use/transportation research
All Stages, focusing on
Post-Approval/Project Built

TBD

Tier 3 Actions: VTA-Led with Member Agency Support
# Proposed Actions Development/Planning Stage Implementation

13
Conduct "Road show" to offer VTA expertise in land use, urban design and 
transportation

All Stages TBD

14 Improve land use data collection to better assess transportation demand Post-Approval/Project Built 2015-2016

15 Start monitoring TDM via TIAs and become TDM data clearinghouse Post-Approval/Project Built 2015-ongoing

16 Update Performance Measures and CMP Standards in response to SB 743 Public & Agency Review 2015-2017

14.b



 

   

 

   

Date: January 27, 2015 

Current Meeting: February 12, 2015 

Board Meeting: February 5, 2015 

 

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  Light Rail Enhancement Program  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

VTA is preparing to initiate planning and engineering for a number of light rail projects aimed at 

improving system speed and reliability. The Light Rail Enhancement Program includes a 

combination of projects recommended from the 2010 Light Rail Systems Analysis and other 

projects initiated by staff between 2010 and today. The projects focus on speeding up the entire 

system by analyzing slow speed zones as well as implementing specific capital projects designed 

to speed up the service and increase ridership.  

The 2010 Light Rail Systems Analysis was a comprehensive study of the light rail system and 

analyzed existing operations and system constraints. At the conclusion of that study, numerous 

capital projects and operational improvements were recommended to alleviate many existing 

problems and improve overall light rail operations.  

In October 2010, VTA launched the Light Rail Commuter Express service during peak hours on 

the Santa Theresa-Alum Rock line between Ohlone/Chynoweth and Convention Center Stations. 

This service added six additional trips per day and did not require any capital construction. The 

Express service reduces travel time by 4 minutes between the Ohlone/Chynoweth and 

Convention Center Stations. In FY2014, the three A.M. trips averaged approximately 550 daily 

boardings. Riders surveyed were very happy with the new service.   

In 2014, VTA began light rail construction projects on the Tasman West corridor, the Santa 

Clara Pocket Track and the Mountain View Double Track.  The Santa Clara Pocket Track was 

operationally complete in September of 2014 and allows for VTA to hold up to three 3-car trains 

in the vicinity of Levi’s Stadium and for much greater flexibility for pre and post-game 

operations. The Mountain View Double Track project began construction in November of 2014. 

The project, when complete, will double track the existing .083 mile single tracked segment 
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between the Whisman and Downtown Mountain View Stations. This project will also close the 

Evelyn Station in Mountain View. The project will be complete before the end of 2015.   

Upcoming capital improvements will focus on increasing speed and will support operating 

changes planned with the implementation of the VTA’s BART Extension to Silicon Valley 

Phase I Project in 2017. While the scope of some of the projects may change depending on 

reconfigured service in 2017, many of the projects will have significant benefits for any 

operating plan that is chosen.  

DISCUSSION: 

An upcoming milestone for the light rail system is the opening of the VTA's BART Extension to 

Silicon Valley Phase I in late 2017. There will be an opportunity to reconfigure the light rail 

operating plan to capture the ridership potential resulting from the BART connection and to 

improve overall service. To augment the benefits of this major service change, staff is in the 

process of beginning planning and engineering for capital projects which will have tangible 

speed and operating flexibility benefits throughout the light rail system.  More details on all of 

these capital projects can be found in Attachment A.  

These projects are not currently fully funded and are going through the budget approval process. 

The schedule for planning, engineering, and construction will depend on when each project is 

approved in the VTA capital budget process.  

New Service Plan 

Staff is currently evaluating options for a major service change to reconfigure the current routing 

of the system. Many service change proposals, including the service plan recommended in the 

2010 Study, are being evaluated for cost implications and projected ridership. Generally they all 

have two main changes from today’s existing service: (1) A new line of service will be added 

along Tasman which will connect the BART connection at the Montague Light Rail Station to 

the job centers on West Tasman; (2) The current commuter express service will be expanded. 

The new service will be implemented in 2017, when BART to Milpitas and Berryessa opens. 

Speed Zone Analysis 

Staff is aware of many slow speeds zones in the light rail system. There is a need to better 

understand the specifics of these areas and what could potentially be done to increase speeds and 

improve reliability through those areas. This task will coincide with a separate project which will 

improve Light Rail signal priority throughout Santa Clara Valley. Both projects will require 

significant coordination between VTA and individual cities within the county.  

North First Street Speed Improvements 

The North First Street corridor is an area where VTA has identified a potential for increasing the 

existing maximum operating speeds. Light rail currently operates at 35 miles per hour (mph) in 

the median of North First Street. In order to increase speeds up to 45 mph (the posted vehicular 

speed limit) VTA needs to comply with California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General 
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Order 143-B, which generally states that VTA will need to install fencing and intersection gates 

in order to allow trains to travel at the same maximum speeds with adjacent traffic. The analysis 

will require an intersection-by-intersection analysis for this corridor.  

Montague Expressway Grade Separation 

This project would grade separate the light rail tracks from the general travel lanes at North First 

Street and Montague Expressway. This intersection is a known problem area on the light rail 

system - 32% of trains get delayed at this intersection for an average of 44 seconds.  It is 

anticipated that these delays will only continue to grow at this location as automobile traffic 

levels continue to increase. Thus grade separation is the most likely solution.  

Downtown San Jose Speed Improvements 

Downtown San Jose is known as one of the slowest portions of the VTA Light Rail System. The 

current maximum operating speed in Downtown San Jose is 10mph, which is a restriction self-

imposed by VTA. According to CPUC standards, light rail could conceivably operate at 20mph. 

Staff plans to incorporate some design improvements to create a more distinct separation 

between pedestrian walkways and light rail tracks. This study will analyze downtown on a block-

by-block basis and create specific recommendations for each intersection.  

Vasona Corridor Improvements 

This project would construct improvements along the light rail system between the Winchester 

and San Fernando stations, generally known as the Vasona corridor. There are currently two 

single tracked segments in this corridor and all of the platforms are sized for only two car trains 

(the rest of the system can accommodate 3 car trains). These limitations are major sources for 

operational flexibility and delays throughout the light rail system, and constructing these 

improvements would improve service reliability and increase overall light rail capacity.  

Siding at Ohlone-Chynoweth 

With the service changes planned in the near future, operations at the Ohlone-Chynoweth station 

will become more critical to overall system operations. Adding a siding track at this location 

could greatly improve operating flexibility for the express service. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION 

This Item was on the January 2015 agenda for CTA, BPAC, and TAC.  

At CTA, Member Romoser commented he was concerned about the service changes to service to 

the Winchester line and staff responded that VTA is in the process of re-evaluating the service 

plan changes recommended in 2010.  

At BPAC, Member Wadler referenced Vasona corridor project presentation at an earlier date and 

commented on the high capital cost involved with that project. Staff responded that this project 

will begin with a re-evaluation of the original project scope and cost estimate.  
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At TAC, Member Collen commented that the County is also looking at a capital project to grade 

separate Montague Expressway and North First Street, and that the County and VTA should 

coordinate on this project. Staff will be setting up a meeting with the County to discuss this 

project very soon. Member Salvano asked if track construction projects in the St. James area 

were still being considered and commented on the need to coordinate with VTA concerning 

Downtown Speed improvement work. Staff responded that no track construction projects are 

planned for the St. James area and that VTA will work closely with San Jose City Staff 

concerning the Downtown Speed Improvement project. 

STANDING COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION 

Item was also presented as an Information Item at the Transportation, Planning, & Operations 

Committee on January, 22 2015. Members of the committee noted the following  

 What opportunities are available to find other sources of funding for these projects?  

 The estimated percentage ridership increase should also be noted in the presentation  

 The fencing design for north first street should be coordinated with the City of San Jose 

 These projects which are designed to speed up the system are very important to the light 

system, increasing Light Rail speed is necessary for improving light rail service 

 This committee would like to continue receiving updates on the light rail program 

including capital cost estimates for the projects presented.   

 

Prepared By: Jason Kim 

Memo No. 4820 
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Light Rail Enhancement Project

Committees

January 2015 
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2017 Operating Plan
• Long T
• Southern Express
• Other Potential Operating Changes

System Speed Improvements: Study and Design
• North First Street Speed Improvements
• Montague Grade Separation
• Downtown San Jose Speed Improvements
• Vasona Corridor Improvements
• Chynoweth Siding

Presentation Outline
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Status: Currently under 
evaluation along with 
other service proposals

Recommended Operating Plan – 2010 Study
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New Service from Mountain View to Alum Rock

• Connects with BART Milpitas Station

• Express between Mountain View and Old 

Ironsides in peak

• Requires double tracking  Mountain View

and pocket track near Great America

Current

Proposed

4

Tasman Express (Long T)

15.a



• All-Day Express Service: Santa Teresa to Alum Rock
• Local service from Almaden to Mountain View
• Winchester Line loops through downtown and turns back

Proposed
Current

Non-stop 
Service

5

Southern Express
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Long T Service
2015 2018 

(BART Phase I)
2035
(BART Phase II)

Average Daily Ridership Increase TBD 4,000 6,700

Additional annual operating hours 
(% increase from existing)

31,000 hours (21%) 31,000 hours (21%) 31,000 hours (21%)

Capital Cost Required
$60M (Mountain View Double Tracking and Santa Clara Pocket 
Track)

Southern Express
2015 2018

(BART Phase I)
2035
(BART Phase II)

Average Daily Ridership Increase TBD 2,500 4,700

Additional annual operating hours 
(% increase from existing)

29,000 hours (20%) 29,000 hours (20%) 29,000 hours (20%)

Capital Cost Required $0 ($10M Chynoweth Siding is an optional project)

6

Ridership Projections and Cost Estimates
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Service Frequency changes (same service 
pattern)

Current Operations:
15 minute frequencies

Potential Changes:
12 minute frequencies
10 minute frequencies

“Long T” Alternatives

Current Plan: 
Peak Period – Express from Mountain View to Old 
Ironsides (stop at Lockheed) all stop east of Old 
Ironsides to Alum Rock
Off-peak – All stop Old Ironsides to Alum Rock

Potential Changes:
Different stops on express service
No express service
All day service express service
Short turn non-Long T line

Expand Existing Express Service

Current Operations:
Three Northbound and three southbound trips a 
day

Potential Changes:
Add more daily express trips
Skip stop operations on North First Street

Southern Express Alternatives

Current Plan: 
All day express service between Ohlone-
Chynoweth and Convention Center, Direct
Almaden Service through Downtown San Jose, 
Vasona Downtown Turnback

Potential Changes:
Express service stops at Tamien then continues
Express Almaden Trains
No Express Service, All trains make all stops
Winchester Trains to Younger
Winchester Trains to Baypointe
Skip stop operations on North First Street

7

Other Operating Concepts
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• VTA has established "increasing ridership" as one of its top five 
2014 priorities

• Land use density continues to intensify along the light rail 
corridors

• VTA is becoming an urban light rail system where demand will 
increase along with traffic congestion levels along the light rail 
corridor

• In the future light rail will play a greater role in meeting the 
changing needs of Santa Clara Valley

• The system needs more flexibility to respond to different ridership 
demands

• Timing is a critical component when it comes the the potential 
success of capital improvements

Near Term Focus: Its All About Speed

15.a
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Single Track
Segments

Merge Points

At-grade
Intersections

Future Transit 
Connections

Existing Transit 
Connections

Downtown Transit Mall

Light Rail System Constraints
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Project
Station consolidation study

2017 Operating Plan
LRT Transit Signal Priority
LRT Speed Improvements

North First Street Speed Improvements
Montague Grade separation

Downtown San Jose Speed Improvements
Siding at Chynoweth

Vasona Corridor Improvements
LRT Signage Replacement

Draft List of Improvements – Pending VTA Budget Approval

10

System Speed Improvements

Planning Work Only Existing Capital Projects

New Capital Projects
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Example of Gated and Fenced Light Rail Intersection

Expo Line Los Angeles

Current maximum speed – 35 mph

Maximum Speed after improvements – 45 mph
• Improvements include fencing and gates at select intersections
• Required by CPUC General Order 143-B
• Tasman Station and merge point
• VTA will conduct an intersection-by-intersection analysis

Intersections on
North First Street

North First Street Speed Improvements

15.a
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Example: Great Mall Parkway and Montague

N. 1st and Montague

• 32% of all trains delayed

• Average Delay of 44 seconds

• High automobile traffic volumes

Montague Grade Separation

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

PM LOS

Existing 94.4 F

2040 215.7 F

Montague Grade Separation

15.a
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Downtown San Jose Transit Mall

• Maximum Speed 10mph (slowest system wide, see 
string chart below)

• Embedded track, hard to distinguish from sidewalk

• Multiple intersections and junctions

Downtown San Jose

Downtown San Jose – Phase 1

Phase 1 – Near term improvements

Phase 2 – Will coincide with BART to Silicon Valley 
Phase II

15.a
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• Bollards or curbs can be used to create 
separation between tracks and sidewalk

• Also looking at using new technology 
applications

Curb Alternatives 
Phoenix

Bollard Examples
Edmonton and Minnesota

Downtown San Jose

15.a
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Freight Rail Tracks
VTA Tracks      

Vasona Corridor Improvements

- Vasona Corridor has two single tracked segments which 
contribute to delays systemwide

- VTA tracks are adjacent to Freight Rail tracks throughout 
corridor

- Platforms only allow for two-car trains (rest of the system 
can accommodate three-car trains)

Vasona Double Track

Vasona Corridor

15.a



Chynoweth Siding

- Would construct a siding at the Ohlone/Chynoweth Station (exact 
configuration TBD)

- Would allow for greater flexibility with express/local operation in 
the future

- VTA and Public owned ROW
Chynoweth Siding

Existing Track

Potential Track 
Construction

16

Chynoweth Siding
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Date: January 29, 2015 

Current Meeting: February 12, 2015 

Board Meeting: March 5, 2015 

 

BOARD MEMORANDUM    
 

TO: Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

 Policy Advisory Committee  

 

THROUGH:  General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez  

FROM:  Director of Planning and Program Development, John Ristow 

 

SUBJECT:  VTA-Caltrans FYs 2015-17 Two-Year PID Work Plan  
   

3331 North First Street ∙ San Jose, CA  95134-1927 ∙ Administration 408.321.5555 ∙ Customer Service 408.321.2300 

FOR INFORMATION ONLY 

 

BACKGROUND: 

A Project Initiation Document (PID) is a technical report that documents the scope, cost and 

schedule of a project.  PIDs, which take the form of Project Study Reports, Project Study Report-

Project Development Support, Project Study Report/Project Reports or Project Scope Summary 

Report, are used to obtain approval for inclusion of a project into a programming document for 

federal or state funding. 

Caltrans and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) coordinate annually with the 

Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) such as Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 

(VTA) to develop a work plan for the development of PIDs across the region. 

The purpose of this effort is to assist Caltrans with staffing allocations for project planning. 

DISCUSSION: 

Attached to this report is a draft work plan for Fiscal Years 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 for Santa 

Clara County.  The work plan was developed with on-going input from local agency staff.  The 

work plans from previous years were based on a rolling three-year plan.  This year, Caltrans 

modified its PID work plan to a rolling two-year plan.   

The attached spreadsheet shows two projects that would carry over from FY 2014/15 into FY 

2015/16: 

 I-680/Montague Expressway Interchange Improvement 

 Charcot Avenue Extension over I-880  

New projects proposed for FY 2015/16 are as follows: 
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 regon Expressway/Page Mill Road Interchange Improvement 

 US 101/Blossom Hill Road Interchange Improvement 

 US 101/Zanker Road/Skyport Drive/Fourth Street Interchange 

 US 101/Buena Vista Avenue Interchange 

 US 101/Shoreline Boulevard Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing 

 Reversible Transit Lane on Shoreline Boulevard 

 US 101 Off-Ramp/Shoreline Boulevard Improvement 

The order of the projects listed here and in the attached spreadsheet does not indicate any 

prioritization.  Projects in subsequent fiscal years are also listed in the attached spreadsheet.  

Advisory Committee members will have an opportunity to provide additional comments on the 

work plan at the February meetings. 

 

Prepared By: Eugene Maeda 

Memo No. 4890 
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DRAFT FY 2015/16 -2016/17 TWO-YEAR PROJECT INITATION DOCUMENT (PID) WORKPLAN FOR SANTA CLARA COUNTY Printed:1/29/2015
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1  04-2421 4 SCL 680 4.5 11.0 Improve traffic operations Modify interchange I-680/Montague Interchange in San Jose 4G010K 230370 Y 02/2013 06/2015 15.3 5.4 2016 2014 TBD Other None PSR-PDS SCL County SCL County CARRYOVER

2 NA 4 SCL 880 5.6 5.6 Improve traffic operations Extend Charcot Avenue Charcot Ave. Extension over I-880 in San Jose TBD 230449 Y 03/2015 06/2016 30.0 10.6 TBD 2016 TBD Other None PSR-PDS
City of San Jose/

VTA
City of San Jose 

VTA

3 04-2422 4 SCL 280 18.0 19.0 Improve bicycle access 
Modify interchange and improve 
bicycle travelway I-280/Oregon Exwy/Page Mill Rd. in Palo Alto 4G020K 22584 Y 07/2015 06/2016 7.7 2.7 TBD 2014 TBD Other None PSR-PDS SCL County SCL County

4 N 4 SCL 101 TBD TBD Improve traffic operations Modify interchange US 101/Blossom Hill Rd. in San Jose TBD 21785 Y 07/2015 06/2016 23.0 8.0 TBD 2016 TBD Other None PSR-PDS
City of San Jose/

VTA
City of San Jose 

VTA

5 N 4 SCL 101 TBD TBD Improve traffic operations Modify interchange U.S. 101/Zanker Road/Skyport Drive/Fourth St. in San Jose TBD 22979 Y 07/2015 06/2016 120.0 40.0 TBD TBD TBD Other None PSR-PDS
City of San Jose/

VTA
City of San Jose 

VTA

6 N 4 SCL 101 8.62 9.62 Improve traffic operations Modify interchange US 101/Buena Vista Ave. in Gilroy TBD 21702 Y 07/2015 06/2016 31.0 10.9 TBD TBD TBD Other None PSR-PDS
City of Gilroy/

VTA
City of Gilroy

VTA

7 N 4 SCL 101 NA NA
Improve pedestrian/bicycle 
connection Build new bike/pedestrian overcrossing

US 101/Shoreline Blvd. Pedestrian/Bicycle Overcrossing in 
Mountain View TBD NA NA 07/2015 06/2016 15.0 5.5 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD PSR-PDS City of Mountain View

City of Mountain 
View

8 TBD 4 SCL 101 NA NA Improve traffic operations Implement new reversible transit lane Reversible Transit Lane on Shoreline Blvd. in Mountain View TBD NA NA 07/2015 06/2016 5.0 1.8 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD PSR-PDS City of Mountain View
City of Mountain 

View
This project may follow 
PEER process

9 N 4 SCL 101 NA NA Improve traffic operations Modify off-ramp
US 101 Northbound Off-Ramp/Shoreline Blvd. in Mountain 
View TBD NA NA 07/2015 06/2016 10.0 3.5 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD PSR-PDS City of Mountain View

City of Mountain 
View

10 N 4 SCL 101 NA NA Improve traffic operations Modify interchange
US 101/San Antonio Rd. Interchange/Charleston Rd. in                
Mountain View TBD 240436 Y 07/2016 06/2017 100.0 30.5 TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD PSR-PDS City of Mountain View

City of Mountain 
View

11 N 4 SCL 880 TBD TBD Improve traffic operations Implement HOV/Express Lanes
I-880 Express Lanes:  Alameda County line to US 101 in San 
Jose TBD 240484 Y 07/2016 06/2017 23.0 8.1 TBD TBD TBD Other None PSR-PDS VTA VTA

12 N 4 SCL 101 5.5 6.5 Improve traffic operations Modify interchange US 101 Southbound off-ramp at 10th St. in Gilroy TBD NA NA 07/2016 06/2017 3.6 1.3 TBD TBD TBD Other None PSR-PDS
City of Gilroy/

VTA
City of Gilroy

VTA

13 N 4 SCL 880 6.25 7.25 Improve traffic operations Modify interchange I-880/Montague Expwy. in San Jose TBD 230363 Y 07/2016 06/2017 14.0 4.9 TBD TBD TBD Other None PSR-PDS City of San Jose City of San Jose 

Sponsorship transferred 
from Santa Clara County 
to San Jose

Last Revised:  1/29/2015

1.  Project 1 (I-680 Montague/Montague Expwy. Interchange) is a carryover project from FY 2014-15 Workplan scheduled to be completed in FY 2015-16.

2.  Project No. 2 (Charcot Ave. Extension over I-880) is anticipated to begin work before 6/2015.

4.  Project No. 8 (Implement new reversible transit lane) may only need a Permit Engineering Evaluation Report (PEER) for work within Caltrans right-of-way. 

6.  For planning purposes, Project Study Report - Project Development Support (PSR-PDS) level studies are estimated to be completed within 12 months.

PIDS FROM FY 2014/15 WORKPLAN

PROPOSED NEW PIDs for FY 2015/16

PROPOSED NEW PIDs for FY 2016/17

5.  Project No. 13 (I-880/Montegue Expwy.) previously sponsored by Santa Clara County has been transferred to City of San Jose.

3.  Project Nos. 7-10 (Projects in Mountain View) replaces the $22M US 101 Southbound Improvements:  San Antonio Rdl/Charleston Rd. to Shoreline Blvd. Project listed in the previous FY 2014-17 Workplan.
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